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" Since tue Solicitors’ Journal was originally started 
it has always been the desire and practice of its con- 
ductors to abstain as much as possible from noticing 
the calumnious and persistent misrepresentations of its 
professional contemporary—the Law Times. But our 
ders will no doubt pardon us, this week, if we allude 

‘to one of the most unfair and disgraceful attempts ever 
‘known to the world of journalism to damage the interests 
of an opponent. A great number of our subscribers 
‘have sent us a circular, which they have just received 
from the office of the Zaw Times, and which it appears 
thas been industriously circulated throughout the 
country within the last three or four days. It com- 
mences with the statement that “the Solicitors’ Journal, 
started in opposition to the Law Times, has failed after a 
Struggle of six years;” and then after numerous 
other mis-statements it proceeds to solicit a more general 
support for the Law Times. That the intention of the 
proprietor of that Journal was to spread throughout 
the profession the notion that the publication of the 
Solicitors’ Journal was about to cease, is sufficiently 
obvious, not. merely from the language which he has 
used, hut from the impression which it has generally 
produced ; and that the statement to which we have 
referred was made with a full knowledge of its 
mntrath, is beyond all question. The circular to the 
shareholders of the Law Newspaper Company, upon 
which it affects to be grounded, contains the most ex- 
plicit information that so far from there being any in- 
tention to discontinue this Journal, an arrangement had 
been made for the sale of its copyright—which only re- 
quited confirmation by the company. Not satisfied, 
however, with seeking to damage the pecuniary inte- 
rests of the gentlemen who thus became provisionally 
the new proprietors, by propagating the false impression 
ito which we have referred, the proprietor of the Law 
Times addressed another circular to the shareholders of 
he company, with the view of inducing them not to 
onfirm the contract, and of bribing them into taking 
this step, by the promise of a higher price. Private 
stters were also addressed to shareholders from the 
me quarter, stating that “the proprietors of the Law 
Times are willing to make a larger bidding for the copy- 
fight, &c. of the Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter than 
iny other person,” and urging upon the gentlemen to 
whom they were addressed to nullify the existing con- 
ract.. These sinister proposals, however, were re- 
ived by the great body of the shareholders with the con- 
lempt which they deserved, and at the meeting which was 
held yesterday—although a sufficient number were not 
resent to constitute a valid meeting for the purpose of 
ionfirming the contract—a resolution was passed unani- 
hously, by all present, in approval of it; nor is there 
ny doubt of its being legally ratified at the adjourned 
Meeting which is to take place to-day. We have gone 
into these details for the satisfaction of our numerous 
subscribers, and also for the purpose of exposing the 








lagrant misrepresentations and unworthy proceedings of | 





a rival who knows that he has no: chance of ultimate 
success in a fair contest, and whose discreditable attempts 
at damaging his opponent only require to be known in 
order to be universally repudiated by the members of 
an honourable profession. 3 

The truth is, that any intention of discontinuing the 
publication of this journal has never been entertained 
for a moment; and now that it is established, it is a 
valuable property, as the proprietor of the Law Times 
well knows. Six years ago, when nearly 200 members 
of the profession subscribed funds for the purpose of 
starting a respectable journal, which should supply a 
want then deeply felt throughout the profession, the 
undertaking was not intended as a commercial specula- 
tion; but all, or the great majority, of the subscribers, 
were only anxious that solicitors should have such an 
organ, and regarded the sums they subscribed as of little 
importance if this were. accomplished. That this has 
been effectually done, the very numerous unsolicited 
communications to us called forth by the circular of the 
Law Times testifies abundantly. It has been found, 
however, that the machinery of a joint-stock com- 
pany is somewhat too cumbersome for the manage- 
ment of a class newspaper, and the directors have, 
therefore, come to the conclusion that it will be 
advisable to place this publication in hands fitted 
to carry out the intention of its original promoters as 
well as of the profession generally—and to dissolve the 
company. We may add that if necessary or desirable 
—so strong and general is the feeling that exists against 
the Law Times and the unworthy conduct of its pro- 
prietor—there would have been no difficulty whatever 
in forming a second company out of the shareholders of 
the first for the purpose of carrying on this Journal. 
And it will be satisfactory to all our friends to know 
that the assurances of warm interest and hearty support 
which we have received from all parts of the 
country, have surpassed our highest expectations. 
The Solicitors’ Journal has never been in a better 
position than it now is. So far from there being any 
notion of its discontinuance our readers may rest- 
assured—and so may the proprietor of the Law Times— 
that it will henceforth be carried on with the utmost 
vigour, and before long that gentleman may find that 
one paragraph at all events of his scandalous circular 
may pass for truth, namely, “that the profession is not 
sufficiently numerous and prosperous to support two 
journals.” The Solicitors’ Journal at the present mo- 
ment has support enough to make its copyright of con- 
siderable value, and, assuming the premiss supplied by 
the Law Times, that publication must now, we think— 
and so evidently does its proprietor—be in a position of 
rather doubtful longevity. 


Tne “ Equities” of Divorce are not unlikely to con- 
stitute a new and important branch of jurisdiction in 
the Court of Chancery. Already there have been 
several cases which may be considered as —a under 
this head. In one it was decided that a court of equity 
has not power to deal with the provisions of a marr age 
settlement after the marriage has been dissolved by the 
Divorce Court. It has also been held that, upon the 
dissolution of a marriage on the ground of the wife’s 
adultery, the husband is not entitled to an equitable 
charge upon his wife's real estate, in respect of money 


| expended upon it by him during the coverture. In 
| that case the j 


t of Vice-C r Wood 
ceeded upon the ground that the Court of Divorce 
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power to have dealt with this question ifit had thought 
fit todo so. Within the last few days two other cases 
have been before courts of equity, in which the question 
of jurisdiction as between them and the Court of 
Divorce has been involved. In one there was a motion 
to restrain a husband from prosecuting a suit for the 
restitution of conjugal rights. The application was 
grounded upon a deed of separation en into between 
the husband and wife. Sir J. Romilly, M.R., before 
whom the question was raised, though of opinion that the 
deed was perfectly legal, considered that a court of 
equity had no jurisdiction to restrain proceedings seek- 
ing cohabitation, and, moreover, that the question being 
. one peculiarly within the jurisdiction of the Court of Di- 
vorce, it must be left to the decision of that tribunal. 
Another recent case belonging to this class raises the 
question whether a husband-petitioner in the Divorce 
Court could enforce an agreement by which the co-respon- 
dent was to secure to him a sum of money in considera- 
tion of his withdrawing from the suit ? Sir W. P. Wood, 
V.C., there decided, that _ the ground of public 
policy a court of equity could not decree specific per- 
formance of such an agreement. There are two rea- 
sons why it must always be extremely difficult to 
induce a court of equity to interfere with the jurisdic- 
tion of the Divorce Court, or to deal with, or to give 
equitable effect to, the rights and obligations of parties 
as altered, directly or indirectly, by the decree of that 
Court. In the first place, considerations of public 
policy will almost necessarily be involved in every ap- 
plication to a court of equity to make such an order— 
where it would affect the personal status of the parties ; 
and secondly, the Court of Divorce itself has such ample 
wi for adjusting all questions relating to property 
tween the parties to a divorce suit that there is, in 
fact, no room, or, indeed, occasion for the interference 
of Chancery. It is important, therefore, to bear in mind 
that even mere equities as between the parties may be, 
in effect, determined by the decree of the Court of 
Divorce, and it will always be desirable to have every 
— of this kind settled by the decree of that Court 
itself. 


We nave received a file of the Hobart Town Mercury, 
which contains the report of a very able lecture, and a 
series of papers, by Mr. Joseph Allport, a local solicitor, 
on the subject of the law of real property in the 
. colonies. Mr. Allport addresses himself chiefly to the 
discussion of the system of land transfer which Mr. 
Torrens introduced into South Australia, against some 
of the main features of which Mr. Allport adduces 
formidable arguments, derived mainly from his own ex- 
perience. He argues that the transfer of land by means 
of registration of title opens the way for a class of 
frauds which do not, at present, exist; that so far from 
insuring greater legal certainty, it involves the rights of 
parties in confusion ; and that it interferes with the 
free power of disposing of real estate, which is now 
enjoyed. On the first point we make the following 
extract from Mr. Allport’s lecture :— 


In what way does the existing law secure owners of land 
from fraud? By the most natural, simple, and effectual means 
possible, It casts on the purchaser the duty of looking after 
his own interests, before he pays his money. He must satisfy 
himself of the identity of the property he buys, and of the 
vendor, and must see that he obtains a genuine signature to 
his conveyance. He exercises the necessary care and vigilance, 
either in person or by deputy, for his own security, and brings 
his local and individual knowledge to bear on each case, The 
result is that fraud or forgery in the conveyance of land are 
practically unknown. I have been nearly forty-five years in 
the profession; I have had thousands of titles before me, and 
tens of thousands of deeds, but I never saw one that was 
forged, nor heard of one, and never knew an instance of one 
man personating another, There are lots of forged cheques and 
bank notes, and there must be some cause for this difference. 
That cause is obvious! Every purchaser looks out for himself 
before he pays his purchase money. But besides this practical 








reason there is a moral one, the skilful forger knows the dif- 
ficulties he has to contend with in any attempt to forge a deed 
and his talents are turned in another direction; and not only 
can there be no fraud or forgery, but there can be no collu- 
sion, for the interests of the vendor and purchaser are dia- 
metrically opposed. One other point is important, where a 
purchaser pays his money, and obtains the vendor's signature 
to his conveyance, he feels that he is the owner of the land he 
has purchased, and that the conveyance is also his property, 
and the evidence of his title. This conveyance must be regis- 
tered, but the registrar is the servant of the purchaser, and 
cannot refuse to perform his duty, or take exception to the 
deed, The proposed law reverses all this. The deed between 
a vendor and purchaser, or the “‘ memorandum of sale,” if that 
name be preferred, must still set forth the parties to the trans- 
action, the description of the land, the amount of purchase 
money, and the nature of the interest conveyed. The main 
difference being that, under thenew system, it is in the discre- 
tion of the registrar to receive or reject the deed. A sells a 
property to B, who pays the purchase money to A: the memo- 
randum of sale is duly signed, and the purchase money pur- 
ports to have been paid by B; but this does not settle the 
matter, the memorandum of sale confers no title. It must be 
submitted to the registrar, and, if he be satisfied, the certificate 
of A is cancelled and a new one issued to B. This is cer- 
tainly a cheap, easy, and simple mode of transferring property, 
if the registrar act without evidence; but how if he require 
evidence? It is surely easier for a man toconvince his neigh- 
bour of any given fact than to. prove it in a court of law. A 
Court ought to know no man, and no fact which is not esta- 
blished by evidence. The individual may properly rely on his 
own personal and local knowledge, but a Court cannot move 
without proof. Any man prosecuting a claim for £10,000 
would cheerfully pay a good fee to counsel, and would adduce 
all necessary evidence in support of his claim, whatever the 
cost. Ifhe claimed £5 in the Court of Requests, he would not 
incur the same expense, but still proof must be adduced. I 
assert, however, without fear of contradiction, that an estate 
may be transferred by the registrar under the proposed law 
upon evidence which would be scouted in the Court of Re- 
quests, in acase involving £5. The only evidence required 
for the transfer of land is the production of a memorandum of 
sale, purporting to be signed in the presence of a justice of the 
peace, or in the presence of a witness who makes a di i 
of the fact before a justice of the peace, residing, perhaps, a 
hundred miles off, and upon such evidence as this an estate 
may be irrevocably transferred from one man to another. I 
repeat that, if a judgment could be obtained on the same evi- 
dence in the Court of Requests, the country would be up in 
arms. What if the memorandum of sale produced to the re- 
gistrar be a forgery? The registrar may not know the signa- 
ture of the magistrate by whom the memorandum of sale is 
authenticated, but would he venture to detain the man who 
produced it? It is Mr. Torrens’s boast that a man pro- 
ducing a memorandum of sale at the Register Office may ob- 
tain a certificate of title in ten minutes at a cost of 10s. But 
let us do Mr. Torrens justice: he said, fraud and errors could 
seldom arise, because no transfer would be made without the 
production of a genuine certificate of title. Admitting this, 
what does it mean? Why, simply that if a genuine certificate 
be produced no questions will be asked. If such evidence be re- 
quired as would justify the registrar in cancelling one certifi- 
cate and issuing another, the process would be more costly 
than a conveyance under the existing law, but the proposed 
law would confer on the registrar the powers of judge, jury, 
and sheriff, to be exercised without such evidence. 

are to be effected in five minutes, and at a costof 10s. A 
memorandum of sale is to be produced to the registrar, its suf- 
ficiency is a question of law, though a simple one. The iden- 
tity of the vendor and the genuineness of his signature are 
matters of fact; but these are to be proved by a declaration 
purporting to be made before a magistrate, and on such evi- 
dence the registrar is to decide, and, in his capacity of Sheriff, 
carry his own judgment into effect, by cancelling the vendor's 
certificate of title, and issuing anew certificate to the purchaser. 
Bnt we are told it is an expensive matter for a purchaser to 
inquire into a vendor's title; that he must look to each link in 
the chain; that it is not enough that the vendor claims under 
a genuine deed; the purchaser must inquire how his title was 
derived, going back link by link. 


The subject of land transfer being one of the deepest 
interest to the profession in England it is desirable to 
hear all that can be said about it, and to be enli 
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by the experience of such practical men and accom- 
plished lawyers as Mr. Allport. We hope, therefore, on 
a future occasion, to give our readers the benefit of his 
observations upon the remaining two heads which he 
has treated. Nothing has yet been published on the 
subject of registration of title, that contains so masterly 
an exposition of its difficulties and dangers. 


Tur Upper Canada Law Journal for last month raises 
a question of interest to ee authors. There ap- 
pears to be some doubt whether—according to the pro- 
visions of the English Copyright Act, 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45, 
and those of the Canadian statutes which touch the 
point—an author resident in England has any copyright 
in Canada, unless he has printed and published his work 
in that province. This would be so, unquestionably, 
if the matter depended merely upon the provisions of 
the Canadian statutes, which contain very distinct words 
requiring as a condition of copyright for the work of 
any author resident in the United Kingdom, that it 
should be both printed and published in the colony. 
The Canadian Legislature, however, has power to make 
such laws only as are not repugnant to any act of 
Parliament which, by “ express enactment or by neces- 
sary intendment,” extends to the province of Canada. 
But the are Act 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45, enacts that if any 
person shall in any part of the British dominions print 
any copyright book without the consent of the pro- 
prietor, the offender shall be liable to an action to 
be brought in that part of the British dominions in 
which the offence was committed. This Act was sub- 
sequent to the provincial Acts, and the question is 
whether an English proprietor of copyright is virtually 
fo tes of the remedy under the English Act, for the 
infringement of his right, in case he does not comply 
with the provisions of the provincial statutes? The 
Editor of the Canadian journal suggests that the Cana- 
dian statute may be deemed cumulative, and not re- 
pugnant to the English statute; but we think the 
conditions imposed upon English authors are plainly 
beyond the competency of the provincial Legislature to 
enact, and that a clear right conferred by an Imperial 
Act cannot be taken away or substantially modified 
except by the Imperial Parliament. 


Mr. Mzxtor, Q.C., M.P., has been appointed one of the 
Judges of the Queen’s Bench, in the room of Mr. Justice 
Hill, who has been compelled by ill-health to resign. 
When the announcement appeared in the morning 
journals it took the profession, no less than the public, 
by surprize. It was generally expected that Sir William 
Atherton, although Attorney-General, would not have 
rejected the offer, which would be made to him as a 
matter of course; and Mr. Mellor’s name was not even 
mentioned as one of those who had a good chance of 
promotion. But it is becoming more and more un- 
certain every Pans who has not a chance of getting on 
the bench of Westminster Hall. Meanwhile, there 
seems to be little hope for the leaders in Equity, amongst 
whom there are several who would have a better claim 
to judicial promotion than some of the common lawyers 
who have been lately dignified—if the chances were equal 
at Lincoln’s Inn. 


On tHE 3rd instant, a meeting of the City Commis- 
sion of Sewers was held at Guildhall, Deputy Christie 
in the chair. Mr. Tyrrell, the Remembrancer, and Mr. 
Charles Pearson, the City Solicitor, had been instructed 
at a former meeting of the Commission to take the 
opinion of counsel as to whether the 24th clause of the 
special Act of the Great Central Gas Company, which 
restrains that company from charging more than 4s. per 
thousand cubic feet for its gas, had been repealed or 
modified by the Metropolis Gas Act of 1860. The 
Remembrancer and the Solicitor to the Corporation 
now reported that they had laid a case on the subject 


before Mr. Russell Gurney, the Recorder, Mr. Bovill, | 
Q.C., and Mr. Gibbons, a special pleader, the two. 





former of whom had stated substantially they were of 
opinion that, there being no special clause in the 
etropolis Gas Act repealing the provision of the 
special Act of the Great Central Company, the com- 
pany was bound by its own Act of incorporation, and 
could not increase the price of its gas beyond 4s. 
a thousand feet. Mr. Gibbons, the junior ve 
a separate and contrary opinion, to the effect 
Great Central Company having elected to come wi 
the operation of the Metropolis Gas Act, the provisions 
of which overrode those of their Act of epee ey 
the contract between the company and the public as to 
price was at an end, and the company was at liberty to 
increase its charge. It was eventually agreed ga 
plication should be made to the Great Central 
Company, to agree in a case for the opinion of the 
Court of Queen's Bench, so as to obtain a settlement of 
the question in dispute. 


Tue Equity sittings, after Michaelmas Term, com- 
menced on Tuesday last. The number of appeals, 
causes, and other matters set down for hearing 
the different judges is as follows :— 





Lord Chancellor } 9 
Lords Justices { “Uttttstttestteseseeseesnennenee 

Mlaatet 60 Re i iais ices ivcicsiccks entiekebeddas 66 
VW. G Hindibaley isiicis.ci.isjsusicck ce Sieh 38 
V. C. Stuart:...... 75 
Vili TW GME cites intce chi cute Veccudichde nthitehaqamniliie 119 


Saturday, December 21, is the last day of the sittings. 


Mr. Gitpert Henperson, Q.C., Recorder of Liver- 
pool died at his residence, at ear, sg uare, on 
Wednesday morning last. Although Mr. Henderson 
had been in an infirm state of health for several months, 
the mournful event appears to have been unexpected. 
By courteous kindness in the discharge of his judicial 
functions, which he sustained with dignity and efficiency, 
he had commended himself to the affectionate res: 
of the Sessions Bar of Liverpool, by whom the intelli- 
gence of his decease was received with sadness and 
regret. The sessions were being held at the time by 
Mr. J. B. Aspinall, the Deputy Recorder, and Mr. 
Leofric Temple. It therefore became a question—u 
which the opinion of Mr. Baron Channell was consulted 
—whether the business of the sessions could be validly 
proceeded with, and in accordance with his opinion the 
sessions were immediately adjourned to the 4th of 
January next. 


Tue Curators of the patronage of the University 
of Edinburgh have Pret Mr. George Ross, advocate, 
to the chair of Scots Law, vacant by the death of Pro- 
fessor More. The Faculty of Advocates lately exer- 
cised the privilege of presenting to the Curators two 
candidates to choose from, and the Curators, acting on 
precedent, took the first name on the list. 


Tue Kine or Irary has appointed the Commendatore 
Buoncompagni to be lecturer on constitutional law to 
the Prince of Piedmont, heir to the Throne, and he has 
also placed the Prince under the tuition of the Advocate 
and Deputy Mancini for the study of international law. 


Mr. W. M. Hrxpmancn, of the Northern Circuit, has . 
been appointed Attorney-General for the County Pala- 
tine of Durham, in the room of Mr. R. Ingham, M.P., 
resigned. 

Mr. Rosert Gatianp, 23, Parliament-street, West- 
minster, has been appointed a London Commissioner to 
administer oaths in the High Court of Chancery. 


oo 
> 





THE LAW OF BLOCKADE. 
(Coneludirg erticle). 


Having shown in our former papers the conditions 
which must be complied with by a belligerent in order 
to institute an effective or legal blockade, and haying 
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stated the law relating to the degree of notice with 
which a neutral accused of a breach should be affected 
before he can be deemed liable for the penalties attached 
to a breach of this international rule, we now come to the 
third requisite of the evidence which must be adduced 
upon every allegation of a breach of blockade—viz., the 
fact of an actual breach thereof. An actual blockade— 
notice to the accused neutral—and a breach—these are 
the three items that must be established in evidence by 
the captor: The Betsey (1 Rob. 92). Assuming that the 
first two conditions are dulv observed, we then have to 
enquire concerning the nature of the overt act alleged 
to constitute a breach of blockade. 

In order to render a neutral liable to the penalties 
attached by the international code to a breach of block- 
ade, it must be shown both that he had an intention so 
to commit a breach, and also that he performed an act 
in pursuance of such intention. As far as regards a 
palpable effort to run a blockade inwards, we need not 
offer many comments. An attempt to overpower or 
evade the notice of the investing squadron is an act 
which common sense and law alike presume to be done 
with the intent of which it is manifest evidence. An 
attempt to escape out of a blockaded port is no less 
a breach than is an attempt to enter. But it is not so 
easily proved :— The Fredericke Malhe, 1 Rob. Rep. 72; 
The Neptunus, ibid, 144; The Vrou Judith, ibid, 126. 
The general international rule in respect of purchases 
made before the declaration of blockade is, that if they 
are prior to that period bond fide purchased or laden on 
board, a neutral may, with his cargo, quit the port 
with impunity : The Betsey, 1 Rob. Rep, 78 ; The Comet; 
1 Edw. 32. A vessel that has entered the port 
before notice of the blockade may, in all cases, leave it 
wm ballast after notice: The Fredericke Malke, ubi sup.; 
or may bring away such portion of the cargo which she 
imported as she still retains on board. But a ship pur- 
chased at the port after a declaration of blockade can- 
not be cleared out from the port while the blockade con- 
tinues: The General Hamilton, 6 Rob. Rep. 61; The 
Vigilantia, ibid. 124. If a neutral purchase goods at 
the blockaded port and transport them thence overland 
to another port not blockaded and then export them 
from the latter port, he does not commit a breach of 
blockade: Zhe Ocean, 3 Rob. Rep. 297. So also he 
may carry on a trade by inland navigation to the 
blockaded port : The Stuart, 4 Rob. Rep. 65; The Yonge 
Pieter. We have already stated, ante p. 43, that the 
legal blockade is only co-extensive with the actual in- 
vestment. Where investment does not exist, there 
is no legal blockade, and no such restrictions upon 
the rights of neutrals. It may be suggested that 
the effectiveness of the blockade is thus in a great 
measure dependant upon the forbearance of neu- 
trals, and that these should not be allowed by the in- 
ternational code to defeat at their discretion belligerent 
manceuvres. We may reply, however, and with more 
conclusiveness than is contained in the objection, that 
belligerents should not be allowed to interfere with the 
peaceful operations of neutrals, except as little as pos- 
sible ; that is, only in those cases where there is a belli- 
gerent operation on foot which requires for its effective- 
ness that the ordinary intercourse of neutrals with the 
enemy should be pro tanto suspended. We need not, 
however, discuss the grounds of the rule that the legal 
blockade is only co-extensive with the actual invest- 
ment. It is too well established to need 4 priori argu- 
ment to support it as a doctrine of Admiralty law. 

As instances of the complete investment of fortified 
towns have been exceedingly rare in modern times, 
owing to improvements in the art of war, which enable 
a decisive attack to be made in most cases where the 
strength of the aggressive belligerent is adequate to 
effect a complete investment, the question suggests 
itself, why do belligerents give themselves so much 
abortive trouble in making blockades, the only effect of 
which is to divert the channel of outward traffic 





and not to destroy that trade? The reasons 
which recommend a_ resort to blockades are, 
no doubt, their supposed effect on the commerce 
of the enemy. Increased cost of carriage is an addition 
to prime cost, and the commodity so taxed may be 
driven out of the foreign market by the competition of 
an untaxed rival. ‘True, it may, but it also may not, 
and the latter is the more likely alternative, when the 
country whose coast is blockaded enjoys a monoply, or 
a great natural command over some staple of export. 
This is not unlike the position of the Confederate 
States. They may raise prices for increased cost of car- 
riage and insurance. But we und other nations may, 
perhaps, be obliged, nevertheless, to buy from them, 
and to have no choice. In these cases it is the pur- 
chaser, and not the blockaded belligerent who is ul- 
timately the greatest sufferer. There is thus a forced 
communion established by nature among nations, which 
makes them, however reluctantly, endeavour to pre 
serve or restore peace even eg belligerents whose 
interests appear widely remote from those of other 
States. The law of blockade, it thus appears, may 
work more unfavourably for neutrals, nay even for the 
blockading belligerent, than for the enemy whose ports 
are invested. The United States Government has 
always, as observed by us, Sol. Jour. vol. 5, p. 831, en- 
deavoured to remove all belligerent restrictions upon 
neutral trade, and amongst other points it has advocated 
a very limited law of blockade. 

There must be, as already stated, an intention and an 
overt act on the part of the neutral accused of a breach 
of blockade, before a Court of Admiralty can decide 
against him. But, it is not in every case necessary 
that the overt act should be a positive entry, or an 
attempt to enter, within the limits of the blockade. 
Any steps taken in furtherance of the intention to com- 
mit a breach is sufficient to render the neutral liable to 
its penalties. Thus, in cases where the captain had 
either express or implied notice of the blockade, the 
very act of sailing for the port invested, coupled with 
the intention of entering it if an opportunity offered, is, 
except in the case of very long voyages, a sufficient 
breach: Zhe Columbia, 1 Rob. Rep. 30; The Neptunus, 
2 Rob. Rep. 116. Even where the neutral has had no 
notice, either actual or implied, of the existence of the 
blockade at the time of leaving the port of sg 
yet, if he is informed of the fact at any place where he 
may afterwards touch, and then, notwithstanding such 
knowledge, make an attempt to enter the blockaded 
port, he is guilty of a breach of the blockade: The 
Columbia, 1 Rob. 130; Winder v. Wise, 1 Daw. & LI. 23. 
If a neutral linger near a blockaded port, or continue in 
the course towardsit after notification, with an intention to 
enter the port, he is guilty of a breach: The Elizabeth, 
1 Edw. Rep. 198; Zhe Arthur, ibid., 202. Insuch cases 
as the mere facts of loitering about the place invested or 
proceeding on the course prohibited, are not conclusive 
evidence of an illegal intent, this must be established 
by the ordinary means of evidence ; documents, for in- 
stance, found in the possession of the neutral thus com- 
mitting a questionable act, may turn the balance of 
proof against him. The sailing for a forbidden port is, 
therefore, eminently dangerous if the voyage be short ; 
and the secret destruction, or concealment, of the ship’s 
papers will not be sufficient to remove the legal grounds 
furnished by the acts mentioned for capture, or at least 
detention. Even an a ayeye by a charter-party to 
proceed to a port which is afterwards blockaded, does 
not justify the captain, after notification, in proceeding 
upon the voyage: The Tutela, 6 Rob. 177. * 

These observations apply only to cases where the 
voyage is of an inconsiderable length, The principle 
involved in the doctrine which regards lingering near 
the port a prosecution of an originally innocent voyage, 
after notification of its illegality asa breach, is to be found 
in the presumption which such an act affords in short 
voyages of a premeditated design on the part of the neutral » 
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to break the blockade. ‘This reason does not apply with 
any degree of force to distant voyages—such as those 
across the Atlantic. In these, the vessel, even after 
notification, is allowed to sail on a contingent destination 
for a blockaded port, subject to the duty of afterwards 
inquiring, at suitable places, as to the continuance of the 
blockade: The Shepherdess, 5 Rob. 264: Naylor v. 
Taylor, 9 B. and Cr. 718; Medeiros v. Hill, 8 Bingh. 
231. Any other rule would impose a degree of restraint 
on neutral commerce that is not indispensable for the 
carrying out of the belligerent operations of a blockade. 
Unless the restriction be rendered necessary for this pur- 
pose, it has no validity in international law. The rule, 
however, as it stands, certainly affords facilities for 
neutral ships to break the blockade. For it will not 
require much caution on the part of the captain 
to leave no record on the papers belonging to the 
ship of any intention on his part to break the 
blockade read Jas aut nefas; and the mere sailing 
for the blockaded port without furthermore is, as 
already observed by us, no infringement of belligerent 
rights. Lingering near the port, however, does not 
come within the scope of this class of exceptions to the 
general stringency of the law of blockade. With res- 
pect to sailing contingently for a blockaded port, as such 
a course of proceeding is likely to be very general on 
the part of our merchants during the American contest, 
we wish to refer again to the case of Naylor v. Taylor, 
ubi sup., as it well illustrates this rule, and is so relevant 
to present emergencies. In that case, after due notifica- 
tion in the London Gazette that all ports in the river 
Plate were blockaded by the Emperor of Brazil, a 
‘ policy was effected on goods “from Liverpool to any 
port or place in the river Plate with liberty, in case of 
blockade, of being ordered off, to proceed to any other 
port, and there wait or discharge.” ‘The vessel pro- 
ceeded on the voyage, and, on arriving in the river 
Plate, was captured by a Brazilian frigate. The jury 
were not satisfied, upon the evidence, that the master 
had a premeditated design to break the blockade. Upon 
this finding, the Court of King’s Bench held that the 
voyage was not illegal, and that the underwriter, con- 
sequently, was liable. ‘This decision, it is clear, was 
not grounded upon the special terms of the policy of 
insurance, because if the general rule of international 
law were against voyages having a contingent termina- 
tion ata port or place blockaded, no special agree- 
ment between the underwriter and the assured, in con- 
travention of such public law, could afford a legal 
ground of action for either party to it. Nay, even in 
such a contingency the premium could not be recovered 
back. Jn pari delicto, melior est conditio possidentis. 

Excuses for a breach of blockade are not lightly 
admitted. A neutral ship coming out of a blockaded 
port, however, in consequence of a rumour that hostili- 
ties were likely to occur between the enemy and his own 
country, will not be liable to confiscation, even though 
it be laden with a cargo, in case the regulations of the 
enemy will not permit a departure in ballast. But the 
compulsory sale of cargo in the blockaded port is no 
excuse for a breach, where the vessel had gone in yolun- 
tarily. Want of provisions has rarely been held 
to be a sufficient excuse for a reach of blockade ; The 
Fortuna, 5 Rob. 27. “An absolute and unavoidable 
necessity,” however, will justify a breach. A breach 
necessarily committed for the purpose of ascertain- 
ing the land is also excusable. ‘The intoxication of the 
master is, of course, no justification for a breach ; Zhe 
Shepherdess, 5 Rob. 262. For an elaborate statement 
of the law ol blockade in relation to rivers flowing 
through conterminous states, we refer the reader to 
Lord Stowell’s judgment in the case of The Twee 
Gebroeders, 3 Rob. 339. 

The penalty for a breach of blockade is the confisca- 
tion of the ship. Chancellor Kent (Comm. vol. i. p, 153), 
states the law to be that the cargo is also primé facie 
implicated iv the act of the master. That eminent 





authority cites, in support of this position, the case of 
The Mercurius, 1 Rob. 67. This case, however, proves 
the contrary of the judge’s view. Lord Stowell there 
laid down the rule, that “‘to maintain that the conduct 
of the ship will affect the cargo, it will be n 

either to prove that the owners were, or might have been, 
cognizant of the blockade, before they sent their 

or to show that the act of the master of the ship personally 
binds them.” We may, therefore, consider the penalty 
of a breach of blockade to be, as a general rule, the 
confiscation of the ship only; and that special proof 
must be adduced to establish the complicity of the 
shipper, or that the master is also supercargo, and can, 
as such, affect the cargo by his acts. Even a super- 
cargo, unless entrusted with full powers, cannot thus 
affect his employer. Sometimes, indeed, under very 
special circumstances, the ship may fare better than the 
cargo. In The Jungfrau Maria Sehrasilr, 3 Rob. 147, 
for instance, the ship was restored on the ground that 
she had been permitted by license to a cargo 
in, and was consequently entitled to bring a cargo 
out; but as the owners had the intention of slippi 
the cargo out, quacunque vid the cargo was cond 
Except under similarly peculiar circumstances, however, 
the cargo is not liable to confiscation for a breach of 
blockade committed by the ship. The old doctrine, 
indeed, was more severe; and, according to it, not onl 
a forfeiture of the property concerned was ineliched, 
but personal punishment was also inflicted. Owing to the 
increasing exigencies of modern commerce, however, the 
rule we have stated has long prevailed. ‘The offending 
vessel may be captured at any time prior to the end of 
the return voyage. During all that period, however 
long it may be, she is considered as in delicto. Accord- 
ingly, the confederate vessel, Zhe Nashville, at present 
lying at Southampton, which has occasioned so much 
sensation, and upon whose international status we 
offered some comments in our last number, is liable to 
capture on her homeward voyage for having run the 
blockade at Charleston. But if the blockade is raised 
before an actual capture takes place, the delict is done 
away with. 

Courts of Admiralty alone, as our readers are aware, 
have a jurisdisdiction in matters relating to prize. 
This is the only relic of their once widely exclusive 
jurisdiction. In the United States, of the two classes of 
State and Federal Courts into which the judicial esta- 
blishment of that country is divided, the latter have 
exclusive jurisdiction in cases involving a consideration 
of any act that is done at a distance of three miles from 
the coast. The reader will find the constitution of the 
American Courts, both Civil and Admiralty, well and 
succinctly described in the first volume of “Kent's 
Commentaries,” pp. 389 to 418. He will also con- 
sult with profit Mr. Morris's Lectures, 8. J., vol. 4, 
pp. 115, 137. Courts of Admiralty are courts of the law 
of nations. Judgments of these courts consequently 
prove themselves, and need not be proved as facts. 
An improper Admiralty judgment, for the same reason, 
may constitute a casus belli to the state of an injured 
neutral. But a decision of any other Court, it is gene- 
rally considered, cannot have that result. 


Aisin 
4 


The Courts. 


COURT OF QUEEN'S BENCH. 


(Sittings at Nisi Prius, after term, before the Lord Chief 
Justice CockBuRN and a Mixed Jury.) 


Dec. 3.—In the matter of the petition of right of Peter 
Scott to the Queen.—In this case at half-past 4 o'clock the 
Attorney-General, who had been speaking two hours, was — 
about to refer to the question of damages, when, 

The Lorp Cer Justice said,—You will have to address 
the jury again, as you intend to call witnesses, 

The Attorney-General.—It has been held that in summing 











86 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 





Dec. 7, 1861, 








up counsel must confine themselves to comments upon the 
evidence adduced. 

The Lorp Carer Justice.—I consider that it is the un- 
doubted privilege of counsel, and not only his right, but his 
duty, tocomment upon the whole evidence in the cause when 
le comes to sum up. I will take the liberty of saying that 
the alteration in the mode of procedure was made upon :ny 
suggestion, and that I have never taken any-other view than 
that which I have just now stated. 

The Attorney-General_—Then I will reserve any remarks 
which may be necessary with regard to the damages until the 
case for the Crown is complete. 

The farther hearing of the cause was then adjourned. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 

Nov, 28,— Applications for orders of discharye.—Several ap- 
plications under the new Act for orders of discharge were dis- 
posed of. In one case an incident occurred which shows the 
importance of adopting in this court some rule for the calling 
on of matters regularly and in their turn. In the case referred 
to the debts were of iderable t. and there were no 
assets. At the meeting for choice no creditor proved his debt. 
To day the bankrupt applied for his order of discharge, and 
obtained it, Subsequently, however, a creditor for £9, who 
said he had been in court all the morning, stated that he was 
desirous to oppose, but at present he had not heard the name 
of the debtor mentioned. The bankrupt had left the court, 
and the Commissioner then said that he would not sign the 
papers until he had an opportunity of hearing the creditor’s 
statement, and so the matter now stands. Not very long ago 
a learned counsel came down specially to this court, and, hav- 
ing waited for some time listening for the calling on of his case, 
he was, to his surprise, informed that the matter had been 
disposed of. 

(Before Mr. Commissioner GouLBuRN.) 


Dec, 2.—Re M‘Nutty.—The bankrupt having filed his sche- 
dule within three days as required by the Bankruptcy Act, 
1861, now applied for his discharge. 

The ComMissionFR stated he had laid down a rule that the 
creditors must have notice from the date of one Gazette to 
another, and that he should not depart from it. ‘The case was 
then adjourned. 


Dec. 2.—Re Rhodes.—The bankrupt had been discharged 
from custody by a registrar in a recent gaol delivery, and had 
at the same time been adjudicated bankrupt, and the proceed- 
ings had been directed to be tranferred to the Manchester 
district, where the bankrupt had carried on business. An 
application was now made on behalf of the creditors under the 
88th section of the new Act, that the proceedings might be 
removed to the Leeds Court, on the ground that the majority 
of creditors in number and value were resident in that district. 

The Commissioner, however, held that he had no power to 
interfere, the 88th section merely referring to petitions for 
adjudication, and not to adjudications made by the registrars 
in prison. The application was therefore refused. 





(Before Commissioners Honroyp and GouLBuRN.) 


Dee. 3.—Pending Business.—The order of the Lord Chan- 
cellor, dated the 24th of October, directed the Commissioners 
of the Insolvent Debtors Court to proceed with and complete 
such unfinished matters as consisted of “ business pending” in 
the aforesaid court. Doubts have arisen as to the true mean- 
ing of the words “ business pending,” 

Mr. Commissioner HoLroyp now said,—The learned Com- 
missioners of the Insolvent Debtors’ Court consider that, upon 
the true construction of the Lord Chancellor’s order, their 
jarisdiction in judicial business is limited in insolvency cases 
to matters arising previously to and inclusive of the adjudica- 
tion of discharge, and, in protection cases, of making the final 
order; and Chief Commissioner Law has delivered a very able 
and elaborate judgment explanatory of his views. In conse- 
quence of a difference of opinion between the Commissioners 
of the two courts, we thought it right to communicate with 
the Lord Chancellor upon the subject; and now, after mature 
consideration, and being desirous of preventing any further 
delay of justice to suitors, we think the best course will be to 
adopt Chief Commissioner Law’s interpretation of the Lord 
Chancellor's order. I have, therefore, only to add that motions 
in matters of insolvency (I mean in judicial matters arising 
after the adjudication or final order) may be made to the 
Court of tcy. All ministerial and administrative 
business will continue to be carried on as heretofore in the 





Insolvent Debtors’ Court. Applications for hearing any mat- 
ter of insolvency in the Court of Bankruptcy should be made 
- the Commissioners of the day, and at the sitting of the 

urt. 

Mr. Commissioner GoULBURN concurred, 

Order accordingly. 


On the 2nd inst. the gaolers of the Metropolitan Debtor's 
Prisons made their second monthly return to the Court of 
Bankruptcy under the new Act. The prisons present a very 
different appearance now to what they did some time past; 
and it is anticipated that in progress of time but few persons 
need to remain in prison for debt before hearing. The power 
of arrest in execution continues, but the facilities afforded to 
get out of prison make that sojourn of very short duration. 
There were 104 inmates of Whitecross-street Prison, and of 
that number fourteen were county court commitments, leaving 
ninety ‘‘ sheriffs.” When the first return was made there were 
186 sheriffs’ and nineteen county court cases. In Horsemon- 
ger-lane gaol there are now only twelve sheriffs’ and about 
eight county court commitments, which commitments do not 
come under the new law. ‘The only other prison in the Metro- 
polis is the Queen’s Prison, where the number is under 100, 
Besides the prisoners discharged by the registrars, many took 
the hint, and arranged with the detaining creditors, and thus 
avoided being made bankrupts against their will. 


Annee “Seno” Annus 


Recent Becisions. 


EQUITY. 
MorreaGe oF Equitantx InTEREST—NOTICE TO 
TRUSTEES. 
Willes v. Greenhill, L. C. 10, W. R. 33, 

The decision in this case is one of considerable practical 
importance, and ought to be understood by all practitioners 
who have anything to do with equitable securities, In all 
such cases the possession of the legal interest in the property 
which is included in the security, and therefore, the control 
over it, is vested in some person other than the equitable mort- 
gagor. It is, therefore, necessary—in order to prevent the legal 
holder of the property from dealing with it to the detri- 
ment of the equitable mortgagee—that notice should be 
given of the incumbrance. Otherwise, in many cases 
a trust fund might be distributed, and a cestui que trust 
who had encumbered his equitable interest might, nevertheless, 
himself receive his share, and thus a fraud be committed upon 
the incumbrancer without any default on the part of the trustee. 
There is also another reason why notice is in these cases in- 
sisted upon as a preventive of fraud. It would be manifestly 
inconvenient, if not unjust, to allow the first incumbrancer to 
keep his security secret, when, by doing so, he would enable 
the mortgagor to effect further incumbrances upon his interest, 
without any knowledge on the part of those who advanced 
him money on the prior incumbrance. It has, therefore, been 
long the rule of courts of equity, and it has been 
expressly decided in numerous cases, that such notice to trus- 
tees is necessary as against subsequent incumbrancers, where 
the question of priority has to be settled between them; and in 
Foster v. Cockerell, 3 Ci. and Fin. 456, it was held to be clear 
law, upon the authority of antecedent cases, that a second in- 
cumbrancer of an equitable interest, by giving notice of his 
incumbrance to the trustees in whom the legal estate is vested, 
obtains priority over a previous incumbrancer who has not given 
such notice. Many questions have been raised, however, 
asjto the nature and manner of notice which ought to 
be given, and some of these have been answered from the 
Bench in different ways. One of the most difficult, as well as 
one of the most important in practice, relates to the duty of an 
equitable incumbrancer, where there are several trustees; and 
this point has been discussed and disposed of in two or three 
cases, which we proceed to mention, The first Chancery case 
in which this point appears to have been raised was that of 
Timson vy. Ramsbottom, 2 Keen. 35, before Lord Langdale (A.D. 
1835), and it was there held that the knowledge which one of 
several executors has of an assignment made to himself by 
a legatee, is not sufficient to prevail against a subsequent 
assignee of the same interest who gives notice to a sur- 
viving executor. His lordship’s judgment ‘proceeded upon the 
ground that each executor has separate authority to receive 
and pay on account of the estate, so that if any one executor 
had no notice of an assignment, he might pay the assignor 
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without incurring any liability on that account. This case 
was followed by the well-known case of Meux v. Bell, 1 Hare 
73, in which Sir J, Wigram, V.C., decided that it is not neces- 
sary to give notice of an equitable incumbrance to more than 
one of several trustees of the property, so long as the circum- 
stances of the case remain unaltered by the death of the trus- 
tee, or his ceasing to continue such trustee, or otherwise. This 
was, in fact, the rale which previously had been laid down by 
the full Court of Exchequer in the case of Smith v. Smith, 2 
Cro, & Mee. 231; and in both these cases the ground of the 
decision was, that, so long as the trustee who had notice lived 
and the circumstances of thecase remained unaltered, any person 
proposing to become a subsequent incumbrancer might by 
inquiry obtain knowledge of a prior incumbrance, as he would 
be bound to have made inquiry of all the trustees, or, at all 
events, nothing less than an inquiry of them ali would satisfy 
a prudent person. The next case in point of time which bears 
directly upon this point is that of Browne v, Savage, 4 Drew. 
635, and in this case, although tlie general rule—namely, that 
notice to one of several trustees is notice to all—was admitted, 
yet it was held by Sir R. ‘T. Kindersley, V.C., that where one 
of such trustees was himself the beneficiary and assigned his 
beneficial interest in the trust fund to a stranger, the notice ac- 
* quired by such trustee, as assignor, did not constitute notice 
to the trustees, so as to prevail over subsequent incumbrancers, 
it being the interest of the assignor to conceal the assignment; 
but that where such trustee assigned his beneficial interest to 
one of his co-trustees, the notice which that co-trustee ac- 
quired, as assignee, constituted during his life, notice to the 
trustees, it not being the assignee’s interest to conceal 
the transaction. It may be here remarked, that in stating the 
general rule, the Vice-Chancellor puts it no higher than that 
notice to one of several trustees is sufficient, so long as that 
trustee lives, Since this case, the only one in which the general 
question = sed to have been discussed, is the above-named 
case of Willes v. Greenhill, in which the Lord Chancellor, 
affirming the decision of Sir John Romilly, M.R., held that, 
even where the trustee, who alone had received notice, was 
the husband of one of the beneficiaries, such notice to him as 
one of several trustees was sufficient. The grounds of the Lord 
Chancellor’s decision were, Ist, the same as the ground of the 
decision in Smith v. Smith and Meus vy. Bell, namely, that a 
subsequent incumbrancer would be bound to inquire of every 
one of the trustees, and, therefore, of the one who had notice; and, 
2ndly, that the mere fact of a trustee having a beneficial inte- 
rest, does not prevent the operation of the general rule, as it 
must be assumed in favour of a trustee that he would do his 
duty honestly. No question was raised in this case as to what 
would have been the effect of the death of the trustee who had 
notice, before the subsequent incumbrances were effected; and 
it may e be assumed that the qualification of the 
general rule, which restricts its operation to the lifetime of the 
trustee who has notice, is not expressly affected by the deci- 
sion in Willes v. Greenhill. The point on which the judg- 
ment of the Lord Chancellor turns, is that which is involved in 
the beneficial interest of the trustee to whom notice is given. 
But it may be doubted whether his lordship’s dictum—which 
assumes the fulfilment of every duty on the part of the trustee 
—does not impliedly contravene the qualification of the general 
rule, as expressed in Smith v. Smith, and adopted by the learned 
judges who decided Meux v. Beli and Browne v. Savage. This 
qualification, as we have mentioned, has the effect of restricting 
the notice to the duration of the trusteeship of the individual 
trustee who alone has notice. But if it is to be always as- 
sumed that a trustee does his duty, the consequence would be to 
extend the notice beyond his lifetime if necessary, and so long 
as the trust may continue. His duty unquestionably would 
be to communicate to his co-trustees any knowledge which he 
had acquired as trustee, of incumbrances upon the trust pro- 
perty. If this is to be assumed at all, the assumption is more 
easily made in an ordinary case, where a trustee has no bene- 
ficial interest than it is in such a case as that of Willes v. 
Greenhill, where the trustee was himself beneficially inte- 
rested, and if he were inclined fraudulently to affect subse- 
quent incumbrancers, he would abstain from communicating 
the proper information to his co-trustees. In Willes v. Greenhill, 
however, the subsequent incumbrancers appear to have been 
affected during the life of the trustee who had notice, and, 
therefore, it was not. necessary to come into confessed con- 
flict with the decisions of Smith v. Smith, Meu v. Beil, and 
Browne v. Savage. But the question is, whether the ratio de- 
cidendi in Willes v. Greenhill does not contravene that of the 
three cases which have just been mentioned. 

An analogous question was involved in a case (Re Hennessy, 





2 Dru. & W. 555) decided by Lord St. Leonards when Lord 
Chancellor of Ireland. In that case a local agent of an insu- 
tance company who resided at Cork—the head office being in. 
Dublin—had effected two policies of insurance on his own life 
with the company, and upon an assignment of these poli- 
cies, a formal notice of the fact was given to him as agent 
of the company. Afterwards, upon his bankruptcy and sub- 
sequent death, a contest arose between the assignee of the policies 
and the general body of creditors. ‘The case was decided upom 
the ground that the notice was insufficient, that the transac- 
tion, upon the face of the policies, appeared to be with the head 
office in Dublin, and that the policies contained nothing to 
authorize a notice at Cork; but Lord St. Leonards, in his judg- 
ment, evidently inclined to the opinion that, where an agent 
and assignor are the same person, the general rule which makes 
notice to him notice to his principal does not apply for the pur- 
pose of taking the property out of the “order and disposition” 
of the assignor. “In fact,” he says, “ the argument must go 
to this- extent, that Hennessy, being both agent and assignor 
at the same time, it was not necessary to give any notice. If 
the object be to deprive the party of all power of dealing with 
the property, so that it may be put out of order and disposition, is 
that likely to be effectuated in this way?” Now, the case of 
Smith v. Smith also turned upon the question of order and 
disposition, so that if it is an authority on one side, Re 
Hennessy may be considered to be available on the other. 

In truth, the principle is the same in the “ order and dis- 
position” cases, and in ordinary cases of equitable assignment. 
In the former class the object is to strip the assignor of all ap- 

arance of ownership of the property, so that the world may 
tr his real position in relation to it, and fraud or deception 
may thus be prevented. Why should not the same principle 
govern the ordinary class of cases, especially now that persons 
who are not traders are liable to be subject to bankruptcy law? 
It would no doubt be inconvenient to require notice in every 
case of the assignment of a chose in action or equitable inte- 
rest to be given to every trustee or individual who might have 
legal control over the property assigned. It is sometimes im- 
possible todo so. But ought not the rule to require some- 
thing like the best notice that could be given under the cir- 
cumstances, or, at all events, such notice as would not involve 
the temptation to the trustee to commit a fraud or in- 
troduce into his conduct a motive conflicting with his duty? 
Even as the law stands at present, the rule that notice to one 
of several trustees is notice to all would probably be held not 
to apply in a case where there was evidence of a fraudulent 
intent in the selection of the trustee to whom alone notice was 
given. Otherwise it might happen that, in some eases with, 
and in other cases without, the complicity of the selected 
trustee, notice might be given to him with the certainty that 
the fact would not be communicated to his co-trustees. But 
the difficulty of impeaching the motives of men when their acts 
are apparently conformable to rule is generally found to be 
very great, and the question is whether there is any reason 
founded upon considerations either of justice or convenience, 
which makes it improper to require that notice should be given 
to every trustee where practicable? It is as much the duty of 
one executor to inform his co-executor of the transactions of 
the former in the executorship as it is of one trustee to com- 
municate to his co-trustees information respecting incumbrances 
upon the trust property which has come to his knowledge. 


But in Zimson vy. Ramsbottom Lord Langdale held, as we haye’ 


already mentioned, that a surviving executor was not to be 
deemed affected with notice of an assignment made to a co- 
executor by a legatee. It certainly may happen in the case 
of trustees that the one who has received notice will die first, 
and thus leave his survivors with full power to deal with the 
property in ignorance of the notice, and also may thus make 
them innocently the means of misleading any person -who 
makes inquiry of them with a view to a subsequent incum- 
brance.. According to the doctrine of Courts of Equity, it may 
sometimes be rather difficult for an equitable assignee to decide 
for himself whether the trustees had notice or not. If it is un- 
necessary to give notice to every new trustee it may happen 
at any time that the existing trustees are all of them different 
persons from those who were trustees when notice was given. 
Suppose the existing trustees, as a matter of fact, have no per- 
sonal knowledge of the transaction, is it to be considered that 
by implication the original notice has been transmitted. by a 
kind of fiduciary succession? Is notice to one.trustee to be for 
ever deemed notice toall? Is the proposition to be understood as 
including not only all existing but also all future trustees? 

One of the objects of the doctrine of notice is that the 
trustees should in fact be informed of incumbrances so that they 
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might not be themselves exposed to any risk of paying sub- 
sequent incumbrancers while the fund was insufficient for the 
payment of prior ones of which*the trustees were ignorant; 
but may not. trustees themselves be exposed to considerable 
risk if they are liable to be held affected with constructive 
notice while they were not only without means of information 
but without motive for inquiry? ‘The other main intention of 
the doctrine is to prevent the cestui que trust from using his 
equitable interest as an instrument of fraud. The intention is 
to enable proposed assignees or incumbrancers to ascertain what 
have been the dealings of the mortgagor in respect of the pro- 
posed subject of the assignment or security. For their 
certainty they are bound toinquire of the trustees. If they 
omit to do so it is at their own peril. This being so, is it 
not rather hard and somewhat anomalous that they are liable 
to be misled by the trustees by representations which are true 
in fact, and for which, therefore, the trustees are not respon- 
sible. Existing trustees may be ignorant of any prior incum- 
brances, and yet it may possibly be held by a court of equity 
that they may impliedly have such notice of them as will be 
sufficient to establish their priority. Ought not the sufficiency 
of notice be commensurate only with tke liability of the 
trustees? Is there any real occasion why such cases should 
so frequently involve the necessity of deciding which of two 
innocent parties should suffer? This would be generally pre- 
vented by the application of a simple rule requiring equitable 
assignees, not only to give, originally, notice to ail the trustees 
where’ it is possible, but also to keep the trustees for the time 
being informed of his incumbrance. The case of Willes v. 
Greenhill, however, appears to push the rule of constructive 
notice to its extreme, and we think will be found by experience 
to be productive of ill consequences. If the rule of the Court 
requires—as it certainly does and ought—that an equitable 
assignee should do all that he could to complete his title, and 
for this purpose as far as possible to place himself in the po- 
sition of the assignor, so as to make his - trustees trustees for 
the assignee, is it not inconsistent in cases where the assignor 
is himself a trustee to hold as‘sufficient a formal notice to hin 
alone of a transaction which he already knew, and:the know- 
ledge of which it might be his interest to keep from his co- 
trustees? : Prima facie service of a formal notice upon him 
only. would appear to be of itself a badge of fraud. , The rule 
laid down in Willes v. Greenhill, however, has the sanction 
and high authority of Lord Chancellor Westbury and Sir John 
Romilly, M.R. It must, therefore, be accepted as unques- 
tionable law for all practical purposes. But its effect will be 
to introduce greater uncertainty than ever into the transactions 
in question, and as they constitute a very important part of 
the business of solicitors, we have taken this occasion of calling 
their attention to a case which affords «apt. illustration, of . this 
uacertainty, and of the inconveniences and anomalies arising 
from the rule of constructive notice, as ‘applied in these’ cases. 





COMMON LAW. 
Costs IN FRivovous Actions—DetinvE—23 & 24 Vicr. 
c. ‘126, 8, 34. 
Danby v. Lamb, C.P..10 W. R. 43. 

This case affords an explanation of the 34th section of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1860, with regard to “costs in 
frivolous actions;” whereby it is provided that any plaintiff in 
an action for au alleged wrong, who recovers by: verdict less 
than £5, shall be entitled to no costs from the defendant in 
respect of such verdict if the presiding judge certifies that the 
action was not brought tu try a right other than the mere right 
to recover damages, and that the trespass or grievance in 
respect whereof the action was brought was not wilful and 
malicious, and that the action was not fit to be brought. 

In the present case, the declaration in the action contained 
two counts, one for a debt (in respect of which the defendant 
paid more than £100 into Court, and succeeded-on the-issue 
as to such sum being sufficient), and the other in detinue in 
respect of which the plaintiff ded and obtained 1s. 
damages. Whereupon the judge certified, 1st, that the action 
was not brought to recover any right except that of recovering 
damages for the injury suffered, and 2nd, that the action was 
not “fit to be brought,” and the question for the decision of 
the Court was, whether snch certificate so granted de- 
prived the plaintiff of the costs of the action, to a 
certain portion’ of which he -would otherwise have been 
entitled by reason of his success on the second issue, 
though he failed on the first. The argument turned upon two 
points; Ist. Does the section in the Procedure'Act above .re- 
ferred to, apply to detinue, the words being “ any action for an 





alleged wrong;” and 2nd. Supposing that section not to apply 
to such action, can the certificate be supported under a pre- 
vious Act, 43 Eliz. c. 6, which directs the costs of the plain- 
tiff to be equal only to the debt or damages recovered, where 
they do not amount to 40s.; and which Act remains in force— 
except only with regard to actions of “ trespass,” and “ on the 
case "—notwithstanding the subsequent statute 3 & 4 Vict. c, 
24, on the subject of costs, usually known as “ Lord Denman’s 

With regard to the first point, it was contended that the words 

“alleged wrong” applied only to wrongs independent of con- 
tract; whereas “ detinue” is in truth of the same nature as 
debt, and even under the practice which prevailed before the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, might. be joined together, 
though on the other hand detinue could not be joined with 
trover or trespass. This was so laid down by Tindal, C.J., in 
Walker v. Needham (1 Dowl. N. S. 220); but it may be-ob- 
served that such view has not been always taken by writers 
of authority (see, for example, Bullen and Leake’s Prec. Pl. p. 185, 
na). In the present case, however, the Common Pleas expressly 
says that detinue is an action ex contractu, and, consequently, 
; ruled that it does not come within the meaning of the 34th 
1 section of the Procedure Act, 1860. 
: With regard to the other point, the Court :held, in the first 
place, that the Act of Elizabeth (where it applies) is still in 
force (and see acc. Lush’s Practice, p. 688, 2d ed), but that such 
Act applies only to an action which is brought.to recover a 
small sum; whereas, in the present case, the action,.taken as 
a whole, was brought to recover a large sum (which was, in 
fact, recovered under the first count), though, as it turned out, 
the plaintiff ought not to have gone on with it further after the 
defendant had paid money into court, The Court, conse- 
quently, disallowed the certificate, and permitted the plaintiff 
to tax his costs notwithstanding. ; 

It may be suggested: that, for the reason just referred to, 
the certificate never ought to have been given by the judge, 
even if the.section were held to apply to the action of detinue; 
inasmuch as part-of his certificate is as to the action being fit 
to be brought, and does not refer to its being proceeded with 
after plea, In the present case, it is probable that had not 
the plaintiff brought his action he would never have got his 
money; for otherwise there would have been no need for 
the pressure of a writ tocompel the payment ultimately made 
into court. 


JURISDICTION OF County CourT IN THE MATTER OF LEGA- 
CIES AND DisTRIBUTIONS. 


Beard v. Hine, Exch. 10 W.R. 46. 


This was a plaint levied in a county court to recover the 
plaintiff's share in a residuary estate, under 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, 
s. 65; which allows a legacy under a will, or a distributive 
share under an intestacy, to be recovered in a county court, so 
that the demand does not exceed £50. This part of the juris- 
diction conferred on the county courts is} in’ fact, equitable; 
for it is not enjoyed by the superior courts of common law, who 
can entertain no action for a distributive share of a residue, 
and can only entertain an action for a specific legacy of a 
chattel, to which bequest the executor has assented (see Doe. v. 
Guy, 3 East. 123; Jones v. Tanner, 7 Barn. and Cres. 542). 
It might have been expected that the jurisdiction thus bestowed 
on these tribunals, would have been found very beneficial as a 
means of compelling the personal representatives of persons 
dying possessed of some small property, unable to bear the ex- 
pences of Chancery proceedings, to accouat properly for what 
comes into their possession. But the result has been other- 
wise; and it is believed that very few county court proceed- 
ings under this provision have proved finally successful;:and 
their fate has often been, as in the present instance; to be 
stopped in'their progress:by prohibition or injunction ; sometimes 
issuing from the Court .of Chancery, butvmore usually from 
those of law.” The first case, however, on this provision which 
is reported, seems to have been that of*Pears v. Wilson 
(6 Exch. 833,), in which the ‘application for. a prohibition, on 
the ground that, under the will, the executors took a trust, 
was unsuccessful, as the court held that, in one sense, every 
executor was a trustee; but that, in order to carry out the will 
of the testator in the case before them, there was no occasion 
for the intervention of any trustee other than an executor in 
the performance of his duty as such. In Vv. 
Longbottom (8 Exch. 203), the Court of Exchequer: ordered 
the proceedings to be removed before them from’the county 
court, on ‘account of the legal difficulties by which'the points 
at issue were-snrrounded. In Hewetson v.’ Phillips (11 
‘Exch, 699), they granted. the prohibition applied for on. the 
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game that the plaint in effect complained of the defendant's 
of duty as a trustee, in failing to invest a certain sum 
left to the « in trust, and to pay it over to the plaintiff 
on his coming of age, And this same point arose in the Queen's 
Bench, in Re Fuller (2 Ell, & Bl, 573). And now, again, in 
the present case, where the burden of the bequest much resem- 
bled that in Hewetson v, Phillips, the prohibition was allowed ; 
the Court observing that, where money under a will is to be 
distributed in ~ mnt of the execution of a trust, and not 
merely asa simple y, the county court has not an 
mite ' i 
PAYMENT INTO CoURT IN Liev oF SPECIAL Bail, UNDER 

7 & 8 Guo. 4, c. 71.—Errecr or Derenpant’s Banx- 

RUPTCY. 

Stead v. Speigelberg, Exch. 10 W. R., 46. 

This was case which involved a part of law. now almost 
obsolete, viz., the manner and effect of a payment i 

a defendant who has been arrested on a ) 


i n) for a rule for that pur- 

ba hat pening patenting to too seen We het 

that, Pp in the ion, he 

foca odjadioated krapt in a foreign country, and that 
in court had thereupon become assets in the hands 
of his inasmuch as his bankruptcy might have been 
pleaded to the action. The Court, however, held that the 
Macied dogs Woo piel of the feat to ton sovroiat 
ive the t 
Be, wich be hed guired.’ ‘The t 


thus incidentally acquired. The rule 


his de 


fot payment to him of the money deposited, was therefore made 
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Correspondence. 


Law Inertrorton—Counrry Mempers or Covnctt. 
The result of the late debate at the Incorporated Law 








had been entertained that the Council might have been..in™ 
creased to fifty or sixty members, and a due proportion of them 
given to the couatry, by which means, although. the London 
body would generally conduct. the business, their country 
colleagues would have the means of giving effect.to their views 
when occasions required, and would add very much to the 
weight and influence of this society. Is this yet too late? The 
respect in which this institution is held hout the country, 
both from the high character the Council has always maintained, 
and the efforts made (although somewhat less than might have 
been expected) to advance the interests of the profession, would 
enable it, if means are found, to give adequate representation to 
the country element, to gain a large increase of members, and 
make it to really represent the whole profession. 
A Counrry SoticrTor. 





Crmanat Law. 


the question, how far it was expedi 
apace on oath a ae nage 
withont any alteration of the present law, the j 
veunething that would be a step at Teast in'the directo 
by Lord Brougham. After verdict a prisoner is asked if he 
has anything to say why sentence should not be pronounced. 
Let the judge then point out to him and in such as h 
would be sure to understand, what parts of the , 
imperatively to require explanation, and urge him if 

a milder punishment than the present t of the case war- 
rants, to clear away the doubts and difficulties in the way of 
that milder punishment. A conscientious prisoner would then 
clear his breast, and the judge would be able to come to a much 
more satisfactory conclusion tlian he does at present. I’ know 
the serious objection to this plan is that the prisoner would 
have been found guilty before he makes. his statement, and 
that. statement when made is not upon oath. I am well aware 
of this, but in your own words I would say “we cannot 

that so great an inaovation upon the traditional course of public 
justice will be permitted to take place without tion,” and 
there seems to be no real objection to what I have proposed; 
let the advocates of the greater reform be content at present 
with the less. A judge might give one hour’s imprisonmen 
instead of ten years in some casés, and & prisonet would no 
doubt think a reform that leads to such a result, anything but 
@ minor one. EGALIS, 


5 





Svocession Durx Recerrt—CovEnant 20 PRopucs. 

A. died in 1857, having devised his real estate to B., in fee. 
B. duly paid the succession duty, which became due on the 
death of A., and he has contracted to sell a portion of the real 
estate to C.; but he refuses to covenant with C. to produce-the 


by him, he -will be required to 
ree Be herr the 8 ed Can‘ he not, therefore, 
compel B., who holds the succession duty account and receipt, 
to covenant with him, in the usual form for their production, 
the contract being silent on the subject. TrRo, 





County Court Deruty RuaisTrar. 

Will any of your readers have the kindness to tell me in 
your next, if a deputy registrar of a county court can practice 
in the court of which he is such deputy, as attorney and. adyo- 
cate, without incurring any penalty for so doing? 8. T. J. 


Law Booxs. 

As the subject of law books is being discussed by yourself 
and J. T. S., perhaps you will allow me to ventilate a grievance 
that I (and doubtless many others) have to complain of. On 
the faith of the statement contained in “ A General 
of Law Books, by Henry Sweet, Law Bookseller, 1846,” 

32, that “the remaining volumes will be published’ as i- 
tiously as may be consistent with a due regard to accuracy,” 
I, upwards of ten years ago, purchased vole. 1 to 7 and vol. 9, 
and afterwards vol. 11, at a cost in all of £12 (less a small dis- 
count), of what is popularly called “ Sweet's Jarman’s Bythe- 
wood.” Notwithstanding the old established reputation of the 

ublisher’s house, the promiseE have quoted still remains un- 
Falfilled, and, for the want of a general digest similar to that 
in previous editions, my books are comparatively of little value 
in practice. Not being in the trade, I cannot say exactly how 


* Solicitors’ Journal, Vol. 5) De 71, 
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long a law book should be “in the press,” but I believe it has 
been announced as forthcoming for at least twelve years; and 
the same announcement was contained in a catalogue sent me 
by Mr. Sweet in January last. 

Have I no remedy for this breach of contract? And if 1 
have—What? If a remedy be pointed out I shall be happy 
to co-operate with other sufferers‘in’ subscribing towards the 

. fands necessary to enforce it. AH, A. 


[ This is not the first complaint we have received about the 
non-appearance of the volumes in question. We believe that 
there is very general dissatisfaction on the subject, but we can- 
not undertake tlie responsibility of advising A. H. A. as to 
whether he has any remedy or not. Some of our readers, how- 
ever, may be disposed to say something on this point.—Ep 
8. J.] 


Crown Dests—Ricuts or SURETIES, 


I shall feel much obliged by the opinions of any of your 
subscribers on the following case. 

A., a registered accountant to the Crown as a subdistributor 
of stamps, recently made a conveyance and assignment of his 
real and personal estate to B. and C. as trustees, for the equal 
benefit of themselves and his other creditors. He was then 
indebted to the Crown in about £100 for unpaid stamp duties, 
B., the trustee, who was also a large unsecured creditor, was 
one of his sureties to the Crown for the due performance of his 
office. The Crown solicitor was informed of all these facts, 
and requested not to take any proceedings to enforce payment 
of the Crown debt until a sufficient sum to discharge it had 
been realised from the estate. The trustees‘soon got in more 
than £1,000, but having done so took no steps towards liqui- 
dating the Crown debt. They were consequently threatened 
with process, and B. at once remitted the sum claimed. The 
real estate of A. was, subsequently to his becoming a Crown 
debtor, mortgaged to several incumbrancers for sums in the 
aggregate far exceeding its value. The mortgagees have con- 
tracted to sell, but have not yet conveyed it. One of the con- 
ditions of sale was that any quietus or evidence of discharge 
from Crown debts, or order vacating or discharging any such 
evidence, should be obtained by and at the expense of the 
purchasers. The solicitor of B. and C., as trustees of the dead, 
has given notice to the mortgagees and purchasers that B, paid 
the Crown debt not out of the monies he held as trustee, but 
out of his own pocket as surety, and that he claims to stand in 
the place of the Crown, and to have a specific first charge on 
the realty for this sum.. The Crown solicitor has informed the 
solicitors of the mortgagees that the Crown debt has. becn. paid. 
He never put forward any claim for.its payment out of the real 
estate. 

The questions involved are, can the simple contract and un- 
secured creditors of A., claim as against the specific incum- 
brancers of his real estate an equity to have a proportion of 
the Crown debt thrown upon the real estate, because the 
Crown might have made it liable? 

Does the lien of the Crown on the real estate remain after 
payment of the debt, so as to enable a surety satisfying such 
debt, to avail himself of the very extensive rights of the Crown, 
which belong to it as part of its prerogative? Is not this 
rather a case distinguishable from the ordinary one in which a 
surety can claim the securities and remedies of the creditor, 
there being nothing in the case put admitting of assignment? 

LEcToR. 
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Erelanvd, 


Aremarkable case of ecclesiastical discipline was decided, 
onthe 3rd inst., in the Consistorial Court by Judge Radcliff. 
The Rev. Thomas B. Jones was appointed by the Lord-Lieu- 
tenant as chaplain of the Cork Lunatic Asylum. The 
Rev. Mr. Neligan, rector of the parish, objected to his officiating 
there without his sanction. The Court decided that the 
chaplain had no right to officiate in the parish, and he was 
inhibited accordingly. 


In the same court there was a decision given in a marriage 
case very like the Yelverton case. The suit was instituted by 
the promovent for the restitution ofconjugal rights. It appears 
that the impugnant, who is a Protestant, is a millowner, and 
the possessor of considerable property at Tully-mills, Mosate, 





in the King’s County. Anne Gibbons, the promovent, who is a 
Roman Catholic, claimed to be his wife, and relied on a mar- 
riage alleged to have taken place in February, 1856, at Deer- 
park, near Ballymahon, in the King’s County, and to have 
been celebrated by the Rev. Patrick Manton, a Roman Catholic 
priest, ‘The marriage was declared null and void. The judge 
made the following striking reemapiey, on the Irish Marriage 
Law:— . e yo 

“ The sole question was as to the validity of the marriage, 
which was declared null and void by Act of Parliament. 
Letters had been read by the learned counsel for the promo- 
vent. Those written before the marriage were just as warm and 
affectionate, and couched in the same language, as those written 
after the marriage had taken place. All commenced ‘ Dear’ 
or ‘ Darling wife,’ It had been put forward here that it was a 
great hardship that Roman Catholics were subject to such a 
law. For his part, he did not think it was. Roman Catholics 
had liberty to celebrate marriage between Roman Catholic and 
Roman Catholic, quite irrespective of the 7th and 8th of Victo- 
ria, which restrained every other member of every other per- 
suasion in the country. Roman Catholics, by representa- 
tives, backed by their clergy, refused to put any restriction 
upon themselves either as to registering or celebrating their 
marriages, Therefore they had no right to complain of the 
Legislature. It was their own act. They had hitherto re- 
sisted every attempt to obtain any change in the law. By 
the law, as it now, stands, any Roman Catholic may marry 
any Roman Catholic girl; at midnight, in her fathers’s kitchen 
the girl may be married to her father’s scullion, and that is as 
valid a marriage as one celebrated by the Pope himself. In 
this Court he would have to decree that it was a valid marriage. 
Their own laws did not protect them from this class of mar- 
riages. Mr. Manton knew when he was celebrating this mar- 
riage that the whole was a mockery and a farce. He celebrated 
this marriage at midnight, misleading this unfortunate girl, who 
was not more than eighteen or nineteen years of age at the time 
of the ceremony, and with whom he deeply sympathised. If it 
were not for the 19 Geo. 2, cap. 13, the greatest abuses might take 
place. There was nothing to prevent the daughter of one ot 
the greatest nobles in the land getting married to her father’s 
footman. Inhis opinion, it wonld be most unreasonable to ex- 
tend to the Roman Catholic clergy the power of marrying Pro- 
testants, unless Roman Catholics accepted the code of 7th and 
8th Vict. No Roman Catholic could ask for the repeal of the 
19th Geo, 2, cap. 18, except they consented to be ruled in 
these matters by the same laws as the other persuasions in the 
country. It would only be transferring to Roman Catholic 
priests the right of celebrating all the marriages in Ireland, 
and giving them power to do an act for which the highest dig- 
nitary of the Church of England would be placed in the dock 
asafelon. Asa Protestant he wished Roman Catholics to’be 
as free as air could make them; but if there be restrictions on 
Protestant marriages, let there also be restricttons on .Roman 
Catholic marriages. There should not be the slightest imputa- 
tion cast on the law, nor any claim advanced for Roman Ca- 
tholics to have the right of marrying Pretestants to Roman 
Catholics, when Roman Catholics would not submit to the 
laws regulating Protestant marriages.” 

The learned judge concluded an able and lengthened judg- 
ment by dismissing the suit instituted on the part of the pro- 
movent, 
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Foreign Tribunals and Jurisprudence. 


AtceriaA.—The Imperial Court of Algiers has just given 
judgment in the case of an appeal from a decision of the cadi 
of Cherchell under the following circumstances:—Some time 
ago an Arab butcher named Hamiti was sued for a pretended 
debt of 5,000f. by another Arab, named Ben Saadoun, who 
obtained a judgment in his own favour by means of tliree false 
witnesses, and the partiality of the cadi of Cherchell, his 
uncle, As every vestige of the poor man’s property was swept 
away by this decision, and as he had vainly attempted to ob- 
tain justice he went to France, and laid his case before the 
Emperor in person ‘at St. Cloud. . His Majesty gave orders 
that the matter should be fully investigated, and the result 
was that the perjury of the three witnesses was proved, and 
they were accordingly tried and condemned to three 4 
imprisonment and 4,000f. damages. After this trial iti 
sued his pretended creditor for the return of the property 
seized, but the cadi of Cherchell declared himself incompetent 
to entertain the case. From that judgment Hamiti appealed 
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to the Imperial Court, which has just declared that the cadi of 
Cherchell ought to have tried the cause; it also decided on the 
merits of the suit, and condemned Ben Saadoun to pay Hamiti 
6,000f. damages, with costs, 
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Review. 





Bankrupicy, being an Adaptation of the Chapter 
i g* Twelfth Bdttion of Gchoysie Niet 
the Present Law, with considerable Additions and 
Alterations. By Davip Power, Esq., Q.C., Recorder of 
Ipswich, and F. 8. P.WotrerstaN, Barrister-at-Law. Shaw 

and Sons. 1861. 

The Bankruptcy Acts and Orders,twith Explanatory Notes 
anda Copious Index, comprising the Bankruptcy and Insol- 
vency Act, 1861, the Bankrupt Law Consolidation Act, 
1849, the Bankruptcy Acts, 1852 and 1854; also the General 
Orders of 1861, 1852, and 1857; and those relating to the 

Courts, 1861. By CuarLes Epwarp JEMMETT, 

Esgq., ister-at-Law. Sweet. 1861. 

The Law of Bankruptcy and Insolvency, as Founded on the 
Recent Statute, and General Orders of the Bankruptcy Court 
and County Courts, By Joun FREDERICK ARCHBOLD, 

isq., Barrister-at-Law. Second edition. Simpkin, Mar- 
»& Co. 1861. 

The first of the above works is a fragment, and is intended 
to replace the present chapter on bankruptcy in the twelfth 
edition of Selwyn’s Nisi Prius, It has been rendered neces- 
sary, on account of the changes effected by the recent statute, 
and may ‘be ‘regarded either as a supplemental chapter on 
bankruptcy, or as a substitute for the same number of pages 
in the greater work. The new chapter, therefore, has been paged 
uniformly with that for which it may be substituted. There 
is also an index and a table of cases which have been altered 
to correspond with the new matter. This chapter purports to 
be a treatise'on the general existing law of bankruptcy, with 
reference to questions that arise in actions, and not merely an 
edition of the Act of last session; and we have no hesitation in 
saying that the intention of the authors has been carried out in 
u very creditable manner. It has been planned with conside- 
rable skill, and with a special regard throughout to the con- 
venience of itioners. Not much space is occupied by the 
actual text of the recent Act, and the cases—which have been 
collected evidently with much industry—are stated with per- 
spicuity and conciseness. _Upon the whole there is no bogk 
which so well answers the particular object which this pro- 
poses to itself, and we can recommend it as of great value, not 
only to those who have already purchased the last edition of 
Selwyn’s Nisi Prius, but as a separate work on the law of 
bankruptcy. 

In Mr. Jemmett’s book we have a very neat and handy 
edition of the Bankruptcy Acts and Orders. The plan differs 
from that of Mr. Archbold’s edition in but few particulars, 
and in neither of them is there very much original matter. 
Mr. Archbold, indeed, gives us 140 pages of what purports to 
be something like the work of authorship, as distinguished from 
the appendix, which consists merely of the text of the existing 
statute law. In his ‘ace to the first edition he states his 
object to be to give the reader a bird’s-eye view of the whole 
subject, and to introduce each part by a programme of its con- 
tents. This he has accomplished in some degree. It is doubtful, 
however, whether the 140 pages which he has devoted to this 
— are worth the increased volume and cost which they 
nvolve, although the method adopted certainly: facilitates 
reference. In truth the first part of the work is little more 
than tautology of the second, which contains the Acts them- 
selves. So few cases are cited that it has not been considered 
worth while togive a list of them, nor was it, considering that 
there are only about a dozen in the whole. We have long 
protested against this mode of manufacturing law books, It is 
decidedly the most objectionable of all possible modes. It is 
bad enough to find a genuine essay tacked on to a dead weight 
of statutes, but it is still worse to have the statutes themselves 
twice over. The reputation of Mr. Archbold, however, has 
been sufficient—no doubt aided by the simplicity of his arrange- 
ment—to insure the sale of tho first edition, We admit that 
he did some good service that edition by grouping the sta- 
tutory enactments then in force under convenient heads, at 
atime when the profession was in immediate want of some 
reliable guide amidst the uncertainty produced by a statute 
which contained so many implied repeals of former enactments. 





But by this time the main features of the recent Act are 
pretty well understood, so far as they have repealed or vir- 
tually superseded the Consolidation Act of 1849. It might, 
therefore, have been expected that a second edition of such a 
manual would take this for granted, and would have con- 
tained some attempts towards elucidating the new law, In 
the former edition Mr. Archbold excused himself for not citing 
any of the old cases on bankruptcy or insolvency, and he 
did so upon the ground that there was such a material dif- 
ference between the new and the old law, in principle and in 
practice, that it would require a minute examination of both 
systems before it could be fairly decided whether any of the 
old cases could rightly be deemed authorities for the exposition 
of the law as altered. We are by no means inclined to agree 
with Mr. Archbold upon this point, So much of the old law 
of bankruptcy, both “in principle and in practice,” remains 
unchanged, that it can hardly be denied that the great bulk of 
the old authorities are as useful now as they ever were. But, 
at all events, time enough has elapsed for the “ minute exami- 
nation” which: Mr. Archbold some months ago thought so 
desirable, and, therefore, it might have been expected that a 
second edition of a work on the law of bankruptcy, would 
have contained something more about it than the text of the 
statutes and a mere analysis of them. Mr. Jemmett does not 
profess to do more than edit the Acts and General Orders, and 
this hehas done carefully. The notes do not contain a great 
deal of original matter, but what is’ to be found there may be 
relied upon. 
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Obituary. 


MACONOCHIE WELWOOD, ESQ. 


Mr. Maconochie Welwood died at his seat, Meadowbank, 
Midlothian, on Saturday last, at a very advanced age. He 
was the son of Mr. Allen Maconochie, who sat on the Scotch 
Bench as Lord Meadowbank from 1804 till his death in 1816, 
and he himself filled the judicial office under the same title 
from 1819 till his retirement in 1843. Mr. Maconochie was 
Solicitor-General of Scotland from 1813 to 1816, and Lord 
Advocate during the three foliowing years. While in the 
last named office he sat in Parliament for a borough in the 
Isle of Wight, and afterwards for a Fifeshire group. As Lord 
Advocate, his period of office was cast in a timie of great 
political excitement, and at a time when strict measures were 
deemed the only course of safety. Asa judge, he was called 
upon, with his colleagues, to pronounce upon ecclesiastical 
questions, which subsequently split the Church of Scotland in 
two. His great ability and sound judgment as a lawyer were 
only exceeded by his truly estimable private character. Mr. 
Maconochie took the name of Welwood some years ago on 
succeeding to some estates in Fifeshire. , 
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STAMPS ON CERTIFICATES OF BIRTHS, MAR- 
RIAGES AND DEATHS, 

Information has been received from the Inland Revenue 
Office that a stamp appropriated by name to a draft or receipt 
cannot with any effect be used for any other doc » The 
person who gives a certified copy or extract of or from any 
Register of births, baptisms, marriages, deaths, or burials, 
being required by law to affix and cancel the adhesive stamp 
used for denoting the duty payable thereon, no other person in 
the event of the document being improperly stamped, or wholly 
unstamped, can make it available by affixing a stamp thereto 
and cancelling it. The adhesive stamps to be used for denoting 
the duty of one penny imposed upon these documents, are 
those across which the words “ Inland Revenue,” in red letters, 
are printed (and which were issued temporarily), or the stamp 
containing the same words within the circle which have been 
prepared for permanent use; and any certified copy or extract 
of the kind that may be presented to an officer of the court, 
bearing an adhesive stamp other than one of those above-men- 
tioned, should be rejected, and the parties should be left to 
procure a fresh document properly stamped. But in any case 
in which, by reason of delay, that course would be productive 
of serious consequences, the board upon a special representa- 
tion to them of the facts, and upon production of the document, 
would be induced to order it te be p ly stamped at the 
office upon payment of the duty, provided it be dated or signed 
very recently. 
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BELLIGERENT RIGHTS AT SEA, 
* Mr. Lawrence of Rhode Island, who was recently United 
States Ambassador in this country, addressed the following 
letter to the International Law Department of the Social 
Science Congress which was held at Dublin. Not having ar- 
rived in time, however, it was not read there, but it has since 
been published in the last number of the- Law Magazine. 


When I looked on the programme of the International De- 
partment of your Association, I selected from the topics of 
discussion that of “ Rights of Belligerents over Private Pro- 
perty at Sea.” The position in which every American now 
finds himself, and which compels him to view all questions of 
public law not in their strictly international relations, but as 
connected with the existence of civil war, may well embarrass 
every attempt at free discussion. However any individual 
may endeavour to hold himself aloof from the popular excite- 
ment, and though he may not see in the alleged causes which 
divide his countrymen any apology for the sacrifices of blood 
and treasure to which the two sections are madly subjecting 
each other, it is not during a fratricidal strife that we are to 
look for any practical efforts towards carrying out the policy 
so happily inaugurated during your late war with Russia, 
making war a contest between state and state, and exempting, 
as far as practicable, from its evils all the population not 
directly connected with the belligerent operations. Appreciat- 
ing, as I do, the considerations which have led the Govern- 
ments of Europe to a declared neutrality in our pending do- 
mestic contest, as well as the advantage which the United 
States practically derive from a course which, instead of leav- 
ing their ports (as without any violation of international obli- 
gations they might have done) open to the prizes of both 
parties, excludes both, I shall, in any remarks that I may 
make on the proposed subject of discussion, endeavour to 
avoid all reference to the calamitous condition of our political 


affairs. 

So far had the idea been carried that by the very existence 
of war the people of two nations become individually enemies, 
that all contracts between them were deemed to be ipso facto 
dissolved. So late as the war of 1812 it was for the first time 
as far as my recollections extend, judicially expounded, that a 
commercial partnership was thus terminated. The case was 
decided in the New York Court of Errors, the American com- 
mentator, Chancellor Kent, giving the controlling opinion. 
While both parties declared the right of a state to confiscate 
the private property of enemies found in the country, the only 
difference between the American and English Courts was, that 
the former deemed a legislative act necessary for the purpose, 
while the seizing of all ships in port at the commencement of 
hostilities was regarded by the latter as a royal prerogative. 
The rule by which debts are suspended during the war, reviv- 
ing at peace, was a modification of the right of confiscation in 
favour of the Government which is not only theoretically 
claimed, but sometimes exercised, as by Denmark, in 1807, in 
retaliation for vessels and other property condemned as droits 
of Admiralty. 

The early wars of the French Revolution, involved as they 
were with civil war, and the pretention of intervention on the 
part of the other European powers, were in their character ex- 
ceptional. French publicists place in the same category with 
the confiscation of private property found in British ports, the 
detention, on the rupture of the peace of Amiens, of indivi- 
duals who had gone tu the Continent before the commence- 
ment of the war for purposes of pleasure or private business. 

In the wars of the French Revolution, not only were neutrals 
exposed to all the embarrassments connected with “ visitation 
and search,” and subjected to capture under paper blockades 
of the two great belligerents, now universally admitted to have 
been in violation of international law; but, through licenses 
issued by both of them to an enormous extent, they conceded 
to one another an extended trade, not only with their European 
territories, but with the enemy's colonies, from which the 
British Courts would have excluded those states not engaged 
in the war, to whom under municipal regulations it had been 
denied in peace. 

The half-century which elapsed since the reconstruction of 
Europe by the treaty of Vienna, while marked by the greater 
destructiveness imparted to the instruments of warfare, could 
scarcely have failed to effect some modifications in the bellige- 
rent code, if not as regards the subjects of the contending 
parties, at least in mitigating the inconveniences of war to 
those, who, without any fault of their own, were made to 
suffer from the acts of others, 





The conflicting views previously held in reference to neutrals 
by the two great allies in the war against Russia rendered 
necessary, at least, a temporary compromise of principle. Re- 
curring to their former systems, it is very evident that if two 
nations situated like England and France—the one possessing 
the largest military marine in the world, the other having a 
navy only inferior to that of its ally—had, as co-belligerents, 
determined each to maintain its own peculiar views, neutral 
commerce would have altogether ceased. The property of a 
friend, which England would not have condemned for having 
been found in an enemy's vessel, would, as partaking of the 
character of the flag, been good prize to a French cruiser, 
while the neutral ship, whose flag would have been a 
tion against France, would have been subjected to be searched 
by English officers for enemy’s property—the mere suspicion 
of having it on board being sufficient to cause her to be sent 
into an English port. Not only was the severity of the old 
codes mitigated by the declarations of England’ and France 
that “free ships make free goods,” or, in other words, that 
enemy’s y laden on board of neutral ships should pass 
free, while neutral property in enemy’s ships remained exempt 
from confissation, contraband of war in both cases excepted, 
but the prohibition of the enemy's colonial and coasting trade, 
not open to neutrals in time of peace, known as the rule of 
1756, was wholly superseded, and neutrals were allowed to 
trade to all parts and places wheresoever situated, not in a 
state of blockade, Indeed, so far as colonies were concerned, 
the rule in the case of Russia was necessarily without appli- 
cation; and as England, whose colonial trade had i 
been made free almost oy ge | ~~ at hry wy i 
of April, 15, 1854, opened by Act of Par t coasting 
trade to the ships of all friendly nations, the theory of th 
restriction in question, even as to her, could no 1 
had any basis. 

Nor were the benefits of the reforms in 
warfare confined to neutrals. I have already all 
course of England in the preceeding maritime 
present century, of seizing and condemning, as droits 
miralty, vessels and other property found.in 
commencement of hostilities. In the late war ample time 
was allowed by all the belligerents to the merchant 
their enemies in their ports to quit them wi i 
A subsequent order not only authorised a 
neutral ships with the enemy’s ports, but it was allowed to 
carried on by British subjects, provided 
employed—the only restrictions on such 
should not.extend to contraband, or articles to 
required a special permission, or to a violation of a 
and that British ships should not be permitted to enter a 
in the occupation of the enemy. In these 
no important distinction between the ukases of Russia and the 
orders and decrees of England and France. 

Indeed, both as regards enemies and neutrals, except. that 
the merchant vessels of a belligerent could not enter the ports 

the trade of the world was scarcely affected by 
the pending hostilities. The effect of the Briti 
council, and which was only of the same 
corresponding French decree, was to leave 
land with neutrals, and even the indirect 
in the same state as during the peace, so far 
Courts was concerned. By the Russian i 
English and French goods, even though they 
jects of those countries, were allowed to be. i 
neutral flags, in accordance with the usual custom-house 
gulations. The doctrine of illegal trade with an enemy; 
which theretofore the penalty of confiscation was attached, had 
thus no existence. 

Nor was the operation of these measures on the rights: of 
neutrals unnoticed during the pendency of the war. They 
were, with a knowledge of their consequence, sustained inthe 
British Parliament by the ministers of the day. Lord Claren- 
don early declared to the American minister in London that, 
though professedly only temporary, the precedent could not be 
departed from in future wars. When ata later period com- 
TRA of the benefit accruing to Prussia fromthe 

direct trade through her with Russia, it only led to an ex- 
position, on the part of the President of the Board of Trade, of 
the effects of former attempts to crush commerce in time of 
war, showing that “they had fostered immorality, fraud, and 


ing reference has been made to the relaxations 
introduced during the Russian war into the relations of the 
belligerents with one another and towards neutrals, with a 
view to a proper appreciation of the action of the Congress of 
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Paris. The obvious motive of the declaration of maritime 
principles was to extend and perpetuate that liberal policy 
which had to a great extent continued, during a period of war, 
the usual commercial intercourse of peace confining to the 
State the evils incident to hostilities. It was, therefore, not 
requisite to make any further material changes in the practice 
of nations, in order to attain the full accomplishment of that 
to which the “ declaration” would seem to have been directed 
—the entire separation from the producing classes of those 
whose appropriate functions are the business of war, and ex- 
empting the former from all the q incident to hos- 
tilities. The necessary result of this doctrine in practice 
would be the immunity of private property at sea, as well as 
on land, 

So far as respects three of the articles of the “ declaration,” 
there was no ambiguity. ‘They were confirmatory of the 
principles acted on during the war. The rule that the neutral 
flag covers the enemy’s goods, and that the goods of neutrals 
are not liable to capture under the enemy's flag, with the ex- 
ception in both cases as to contraband, had, moreover, been, 
pending the war, made the subject of a convention between 
the United States and Russia. And as Spain and Mexico 
were, with the United States, the only powers that did not give 
their assent to the entire declaration, it may not be irrelevant 
to notice that a treaty, to the same effect as the one with 
Russia, was concluded by the United States with Mexico, and 
that, according to the construction given by the Supreme 
Court to the subsisting treaty with Spain, its provisions on 
these points are equivalent. As was justly observed by the 
American Secretary of State, “If there have been any dis- 
putes in regard to blockades, the uncertainty was about the 
facts, but not the law.” That in order to be binding they 
must be effective, whatever exceptional cases had existed in 
practice, was, at least, recognised in theory. 

The proposition for the abolition of privateering was a mis- 
take, in confounding one of the means for the accomplishment 
of an object with the end to be attained. That the entire 
immunity of private property at sea would follow as a neces- 
sary consequence from the abolition of cruising by private 
owned vessels would seem to have been the impression of those 
who, long before the Congress of Paris, advocated that propo- 
sition. If that is not to be the case, the article is without 
object. It is fair, therefore, to presume that it was based on 
the supposition that, when there no longer exists a class of 
men to whom depredation on private property is the appro- 
priate vocation, the right of capture of merchant ships, now 
exercised by the officers of the regular navy, must yield to the 
sentiments of an advanced civilization. Consequently, the 
addition which Mr, Marcy proposed to make to the privateer 
clause, viz., ‘‘that the private property of the subjects or 
citizens of a belligerent on the high seas should be exempted 
from seizure by public armed vessels of the other belligerent, 
except it be contraband,” is a legitimate development of the 
true spirit of the “ declaration.” 

That the immunity of private property from all capture at 
sea has ever been p Base identical with the abolition of pri- 
vateering, and the prohibition of letters of marque has always 
been sustained by arguments applicable to the general question, 
a reference to the writings of publicists who have disc 
the subject, as well as to the language of treaties, will abun- 
dantly show. 

The Abbé Mably, who is usually cited as the earliest author 
on public law who called attention to the matter, prefaces his 
condemnation of all captures of merchantmen and of private 
property at sea by inquiring why, when two nations go to war, 
they should interdict all reciprocal commerce, and declaring 
that the doing so is the remains of ancient barbarism. 

Galiani, though he speaks of the privateersman, (armatore), 
does so only to oppose him to the military leader on land in 
reference to the treatment of private property. 

It is sometimes supposed that Dr. Franklin, and the King 
of Prussia were anticipated in their philosophical views by a 
convention made as early as 1675, between Sweden and the 
United Provinces. I have found this treaty of commerce, 
which is based on the immunity of trade, in Dumont, as in the 
“ Actes, fc., de la paix de Nimegue.” It was concluded during 
the pendency of a war, and reciprocally stipulates, as a means 
of avoiding annoyance to merchantmen and other property at 
sea, for the withdrawal of vessels furnished with the commis- 
sions of the two powers, and prohibits their subjects from 
taking commissions from other states to the prejudice of their 





commerce. By the recitals in the treaty of peace, two years 
| . afterwards, it appears the convention had never been practically 





It is often alleged that inasmuch as it was scarcely possible 
that the United States and Prussia should be brought into 
hostile collision, the philanthropical provision inserted in the 
treaty of 1785 was merely one of those declarations in which 
speculative theorists might safely indulge. The sincerity of 
Dr. Franklin is best shown by the earnestness with which he 
pressed on Mr. Oswald, the negotiator of the first British 
treaty with the United States, the introduction of a similar 
article. Nor is it a slight confirmation of the views that I 
have endeavoured to express, that the abolition of privateering 
and the immunity of private property have been treated as 
indissolubly connected, that, though in all his letters he refers 
in terms merely to the former, both in the draft for the British 
treaty and in the article of that with Prussia, the specific 
clause against granting commissions to private armed v 
is a corollary to the exemption, expressed in the broadest lan- 
guage, of private property from injury or destruction, and of 
persons employed in the various peaceable pursuits of life 
from all molestation or inconvenience. 

(To be contiwued.); 
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SUGGESTED ALTERATIONS 1N THE LAW OF 
CHARITABLE TRUSTS. 


The Law Amendment Society has published a Report of a 
Committee which the Society appointed to consider the existing 
state of the Law of Charitable Trusts, and to make suggestions 
for its amendment. 


The laws affecting property dedicated to charitable trusts 
have been recently the subject of two inquiries before Select 
Committees of the House of Commons—one in 1844, and the 
other in 1851. 

In the report of the 24th July, 1844, it is stated that, fronx 
the reign of Queen Elizabeth to the accession of the House of 
Hanover, the general tenor of the public mind, as evidenced by 
the legislature, the judicature, various royal proclamations, and 
the acts of numerous private persons, was strongly in favour of 
alienation of property, real as well as personal, to pious and 
charitable uses; and the Committee observe that they have failed 
to arrive at any certain knowledge of the true grounds of the 
Act of 9 Geo. 2, c. 36, the statute which now chiefly affects 
such gilts. The Committee did not feel authorised, by the 
terms of reference, to report in favour of any specific alter- 
ations of the laws of mortmain; they however concluded by 
expressing an opinion that the operation of the law was most 
unsatisfactory—led to doubt, expense, uncertainty and liti- 
gation—and frequently defeated good and pious purposes, 
which the present aspect of the country would induce all men 
to wish fulfilled; whilst, from the existing facilities for evasion 
the law could not be regarded as serving the main purpose for 
which it was supposed to be maintained, by securing the heir 
from the unexpected alienation of property to which he might 
reasonably have hoped to succeed. , 

The Select Committee on the Laws of Mortmain, appointed 
in 1851, by their report of the 17th of July in that year, 
merely laid the evidence they had received before the House. 

Much diversity of opinion seems to prevail as to the govern- 
ing intention of the statute 9 Geo. 2. By some it has been 
regarded as designed for the general discouragement of gifts ot 
any property whatever upon charitable trusts; and this opinion 
would seem to have been the cause of the large construction 
given to it by courts of eqnity. In a very recent judgment of 
the House of Lords, on a case in which an ingenious attempt 
had been made to evade the operation of the statute, Jeffries v. 
Alexander, Lord St. Leonards, speaking of the statute, is re- 
ported to have said:—“It appears to me to be one of the 
wisest Acts that ever was passed. It does not take from any 
man the power of disposing of any portion of his property ; but 
it does remove from him that liability to abuse, which many 
nen from mere personal vanity would employ, to the prejudice 
of those who would be entitled to succeed them.” And Lord 
Kingsdown observed, that “it was for the protection alike of 
the individual and the public.” ‘ 

It must therefore be presumed that there are some objects 
attempted to be effected, and to a certain extent accomplished, 
by the statute, which meet with a large share of the public 
approbation; and, on the other hand, from the evidence of 
attempted as well as of successful evasions of the Act, it appears 
to impose obstacles to the’ disposition of property for public 
objects of undoubted utility, where the gift would not be op 
to any conceivable objection. In the report of the Select 
Committee of 1844, it is observed that if the alleged object 
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of the statute be a proper one, it appeared to the Committee 
that land left to charities with a direction to be sold, and all 
virtually personal property, do not fairly come within the 
intent of the statute; and this is substantially repeated in the 
late report of the Education Commissioners (p. 514), who, 
limiting their recommendation to the proposal to facilitate 
grants of land as sites for schools, add, “ It seems reasonable, 
however, if the State desires to encourage these foundations, 
that the decisions which extend to the provisions of devises in 
mortmain to mortgage money, and to the price of lands ordered 
by the will to be sold, should be repealed. The same observa- 
tion may be made with regard to the rule of the courts of 
equity that, as to charitable legacies, the assets shall not be 
marshalled.” 

The statute 9 Geo. 2 c. 36, certainly proposes to deal only 
with land. Itis entitled “ An Act to restrain the disposition of 
lands whereby the same becomeinalienable.” The preamble states 
that alienations in mortmain are restrained by divers wholesome 
laws, as against the common utility ; and the special occasion 
of the statute is represented as* being the late great increase of 
the public mischief, by “‘ many large and improvident aliena- 
nations or dispositions made by languishing or dying persons 
to charitable uses, to take place after their death, to the 
disherison of their lawful heirs.” 

The statute, therefore, 

First affirms the more ancient laws which prohibit or 
restrain the alienation of land in mortmain ; 

Secondly, it declares such laws to be wholesome, and such 
alienations to be mischievous to the public ; 

Thirdly, it prevents the disposition of lands for charitable 
uses except under certain conditions: but where such 
conditions as to time and form shall be complied with, 
the pre-existing powers of alienation are undisturbed. 

In the first two parts of the foregoing divisions of the decla- 
ratory preamble, there is nothing inconsistent with sound 
policy. The surface of the country is necessarily limited in 
quantity ; and although the facility of sales, exchanges, and 
reinvestments, by administrative means, greatly moderate the 
inconveniences of perpetual uses, yet dispositions which take 
land permanently out of the ordinary conditions of proprietor- 
ship are to be defended only by showing that the particular 
dedication is of such necessity or of so much value to the 
public good, that an exception should be made in its favour. 
This, of course, may frequently be the case; churches, chapels, 
schools, and hospitals, are examples in which the appropriation 
of proper sites is necessary for the purposes of general utility 


and anence, - 

There does not seem to be any reason for supposing that the 
statute 9 Geo. 2 was intended to discourage gifts to public and 
charitable uses generally. Such a purpose can scarcely be 
imagined, whilst vast sums are required and are annually 
raised, both by local and general taxation, for purposes con- 
nected with the public welfare, convenience, and safety. The 
objects of ancient bounty comprised every institution felt to be 
necessary or beneficial, or capable of relieving the public 
burdens. Theyincluded establishments for instruction, spiri- 
tual and secular; endowments to make and maintain cause- 
ways, roads, and bridges; for assisting the people in the charge 
of fifteenths and other taxes, for providing arms for the general 
defence; hospitals for the cure of disease, and for contri- 
buting to the support of the poor in every form; and there 
seems no reason why, if individuals are willing to dispose of 
their estates to such purposes, any of these charges should not 
be provided by endowments, and the public to that extent re- 
lieved. Very few, perhaps, would deem it wise or desirable to 
refuse the voluntary aid of the wealthy, whilst so much assist- 
ance is stil] demanded for education, and for raising amongst 
the poorer classes their standard of well-being. Most persons 
will agree that it will be time enough at least to arrest such 
gifts, when every child in the kingdom shall have access 
to a school, and every family shall be lodged in a manner 
to preserve health and decency. Your Committee would 
even submit that the fund derived from charitable gifts, and 
applicable to the public benefit, cannot be too great as 
long as any necessity remains for taxation. It would 
be only at a period when the income of the State de- 
rived from gratuitous sources should be sufficient to pro- 
vide for all the exigencies of the community, and there 
should no longer be any need of compulsory collection, that it 
could be said that society might prudently reject the voluntary 
gifts or bequests of itsmembers. Indeed, the notion that gifts 
to public or charitable uses ought to be discouraged, originated, 
there is no doubt, in the frequently narrow and absurd objects 
of such bequests, their failure of any useful result, and the 





mischievous effects which they often produce. The true 
amelioration of the law would seem to be that which would 
encourage the largest liberality, but on the condition that its 
results shall be devoted to the widest objects of national 
utility. 

Assuming the main and substantial principle of the Act of 
Geo. 2, as it relates to land, to be adhered to and consistently 
followed, the restraints on the alienation of land to uses in 
perpetuity should be rendered more effectual. Purchases and 
conveyances of land, by way of endowment can at present be 
made, by deed, to any extent. Investments in real property 
are constantly made by trustees of charities, and are even 
frequently sanctioned by special Acts of Parliament; and there 
is little reason to doubt that the quantity of land held on such 
trusts has greatly increased, and is still ine 

Instead of the mere restriction on devises of land, or on con- 
veyances except under particular formalities, a more effectual 
provision would be, a law enacting that— 

A. After the no land (not theretofore held upon 
charitable uses) shall be held as a permanent endowment for 
the benefit of any charity or for any charitable use, except 
such portion as shall be deemed by the Committee of the Privy 
Council on Charities to be necessary for the site and purposes 
of the particular institution—as the school-house, hospital, or 
other edifice and its proper appurtenances; and all other land 
shall be sold within three years after the same shall become 
vested in the trustees or administrators of the charity (except 
the said committee shall, for any special reasons, enlarge the 
time for such sale for a further period, and which further period 
shall not exceed four years); and the purchase money shall be 
invested in Government or other sufficient security, with the 
approbation of the Committee. 

Such a provision will remove the occasion of most of the 
attempts of testators to evade the law as it at present stands; 
and will render it unnecessary to retain in the statute-book the 
restriction against devises or conveyances of real estate, whether 
to corporations or to individual trustees. It would prepare the 
way therefore for such a provision as the following :— 

B. Any corporation, whether aggregate or sole, to which 
lands shall be conveyed or devised on any charitable trusts 
shall be empowered to take and hold the same, without any 
license in mortmain, for such period as shall elapse before the 
same shall be sold, as aforesaid; and to convey such lands to 
the purchaser or purchasers thereof. 

It may be said, that the repeal of the restriction on devises 
would leave the heirs of “languishing and dying persons” ex- 
posed to the dangers to which the preamble of the statute 
refers. Upon this point the Select Committee of 1844 observe 
that “There seems to be great truth in the opinion expressed 
by a witness, that if it was thought necessary to secure the 
heir from being disinherited quoad real property, there was 
even more cause for guarding him against disherison quoad 
personalty, inasmuch as the pride of ancestry, and the wish to 
hand down to posterity landed estates, are likely to operate in 
the former case as a safeguard to the heir, which he is deprived 
of in the latter.” 

Your Committee have not found any reason to suppose that 
the law of this country affecting wills, and the validity of the 
devises and bequests which they contain, does not afford 
sufficient protection against fraud or undue influence. They 
do not think, therefore, that it is necessary to suggest any 
additional provisions on that subject. 

It has been proposed that charitable devises and bequests 
above a certain small amount or value should be rendered 
invalid by law, except in cases of charities heretofore legally 
sanctioned and established, or unless constituted in pursuance 
of a scheme previously approved of by the Charity Commission, 
or a body entrusted with similar powers. The adoption of 
these restrictions would interfere greatly with the freedom of 
testamentary dispositions, and would interpose obstacles to 
gifts which there is no reason for discouraging. Instead of any 
such restriction, your Committee think that the purposes and ad- 
ministration of all charitable trusts should be liable to revision, 
and to a dedication to new charitable objects at the end of a 
definite period—a period which might properly be equivalent 
to the average time that property for private purposes can be 
now tied up by deed or will;—that is to say, a life in being 
and a possible minority. A certain term of thirty years, might 
be a reasonable limit. Upon this point your Committee again 
refer to the important principles recognised in the Report of the 
Education: Commissioners (pp. 476, 477) on the extent of 
the power of posthumous legislation, which should be accorded 
to the founders of charities. It would rather be an encourage- 
ment to foundations by the more intelligent and really bene- 
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volent donors, to reflect that their intentions to benefit posterity 
will be the subject of periodical reconsideration and revision; 
and that their gifts cannot therefore be perpetually devoted 
to purposes that, in the changes of time, may become useless 
or pernicious. Your Committee therefore submit that— 

C. Every charitable gift or foundation made or established 
alter shall at the end of thirty years from the 
time of its creation be subject to revision, and to the declara- 
tion of new purposes and trusts; which shall be so for in con- 
formity with the original or preceeding purposes or trusts as 
shall be consistent with the object of obtaining from them that 
which, in the judgment of the Committee of the Privy Council 
on Charities, shall be the greatest amount of public benefit 
such gifts or establishments are capable of producing. 

Where the object of the endowment is that of training or 
instruction according to the special doctrines of any religious 
body, the power of modification, at the end of thirty years or 
other period, may be restricted to cases in which the exercise 
of such power is desired by those in whom the law which 
governs the church or congregation has vested the due authority. 

With this security for the ultimately useful application of 
the gift, your Committee think that the general freedom of 
bequest may be left undisturbed, and governed as to its pur- 
poses by the existing principles of the Courts of Equity, which 
do not permit any trust to be established that is contrary to 
public policy. 

With the same view of accepting and preserving for the pub- 
lic good all that the bounty of individuals may bestow, in the 
place of declaring void the gifts even of mistaken and inju- 
dicious donors, or those which might be regarded as unlawful 
or too indefiniteto be executed, your Committee recommend that 
the same rule of adaptation to good uses should be applied to 
them; and accordingly, that— 

D. No gift, bequest, or devise to public or charitable uses, 
shall be void for uncertainty or on the ground of the impolicy 
or pernicious nature of the object expressed by the donor or 
testator; but in such cases the dedication to public purposes 
shall be good, and the Committee of the Privy Council on 
Charities shali appoint another and lawful mode of appropria- 
tion, 

The Education Commission has proposed that the Charity 
Commission be converted into a department of the Privy 
Council, and that the Committee of Council on Education 
become the Committee of Council on Education and Charities. 
Whether ‘there should be a combination ofthe business of Edu- 
cation and Charities—which as to a considerable part of 


their respective subjects have little connexion with each other ‘ 


may be a question; but your Committee think it would be cer- 
tainly beneficial to transfer the present powers of the Charity 
Commission to a Committee of the Privy Council, and confer 
upon it such powers as shall be necessary for the proper 
government and periodical supervision of charities, as sug- 
gested in the report of the Education Commission, and as the 
exigencies of society may require. The connexion between 
the public department which administers the national fund 
granted for educational purposes, and that which has the 
control of endowments, in so large a measure applicable, or 
capable of being beneficially applied in a like manner, can 
hardly be too intimate, A Committee, moreover, composed of 
the great officers of state for the time being, would be likely to 
possess the confidence of the founders and the administrators 
of charities and of the public at large, to such a degree as to 
be intrusted with powers greater than are likely to be confided 
to the members of a commission. 
expected to take a larger view of the general as well as the 
particular interest concerned; and it might be left to the judg- 
ment of such a body, under the authority of a general act of 
legislature, on revising or remodelling each charity ut the end 
ot a period of thirty years of its existence, or at other times 
as occasion might require, to give it such a new direction as 
shall appear most for the general good. 

Your Committee have in their report followed the example 
set them in the paper on Charitable Trusts which emanated 
from the eminent judge who presided at the meeting when the 
subject was considered, and have suggested a line of action 
rather than attempted to prepare a bill. If the principles 
proposed under the foregoing propositions A, B, C, and D, 
should be approved by the Society, there will be no difficulty 
in framing a measure adapted to the purpose of carrying them 
into effect. : 

—_—_>— 

The following changes have occurred in the peerage during 
the present rien 4 viz., Deaths —Her Royal Highness the Duch- 
ess of Kent, 10th March. The Duke of Bedford, 14th May. 


Such a committee may be | 


! The Duke of Sutherland, 28th February. The Duke of 
| Buckingham, 29th July. The Earl of Fortescue, 14th Sep- 

tember. The Earl of Guildford, 29th January. “The Earl of 
Mount Edgeumbe, 3rd September. The Earl of Traquair 
(title now extinct), 2nd August. Lord Abingerand Lord Ber- 
wick, 12th April. Lord Braybrooke, 21st Miawiagg, me. 28 
Lilford, 15th March. Lord Herbert, 2nd August. Eg- 
linton, 4th October. Lord Campbell and the Bishop -of 
Durham, 23rd June. Creations—Admiral Berkeley, created 
Lord Fitzhardinge, 5th August, Sir Richard Bethell, created 
Lord Westbury. The Right Hon Sidney Herbert, created 
Lord Herbert, 15th June. Lord John Russell, created Earl 
Russell, 30th July. The Earl of Dunmore will come of 
age in the ensuing year, and take his seat as Baron Danmore. 
In addition to the list of fifteen peers who are minors are added 
the Earl of Guildford, aged eleven years, and Lord Herbert 
aged ten years. 

lia eee 


Law Students’ Fournal. 


LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY, 1861-62. 


Mr. Witt1am Murray, on Common Law and Mercantile 
Law, Monday, December 9. 
Mr. TuHomas Henry Happan, on Equity, Friday, 
December 13. 
——»———- 


Births, Marriages, and Beaths. 
BIRTHS. 
DUFFIELD—On Dec. 3, at Chelmsford, the wife of William Ward Duffield, 
Esq., solicitor, of a son. 
RUDGE—On Nov. 30, at 52, Belsize-road, N.W., the wife of W. J. audge, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 


KENDALL—BOWEN—On Nov. 12, at Quebec, Thomas Kendall, Esq., of 
Liverpool, to Louisa Aylmer, daughter of the Hon. Chief Justice Bowen. 


DEATHS, 

BACON—On Nov. 28, in her 85th year, Frances Ann, wife of Huntley 
Bacon, Esq., and daughter of the late Henry Cline, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields. 

CARTER—On Nov 19, at his chambers, Raymond-buiidings, Gray’s-inn, 
William George Carter, F'sq., F.A.S. 

DUPPA—On Noy 26, at Boulogne, Chichely Gladwin Duppa, aged 23, son 
of the late B. F. Duppa, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn. 

HOFFMAN—On Nov 28, aged 34, Elizabeth Fearnall, wife of Charles Wills 
H , Esq., of Reading, solicitor, and daughter of the late Thomas 
Edis, Esq., of Broad-street, solicitor. 

WARD—On Nov 27, at Newcastle, Staffordshire, Susan, daughter of 
Thomas Ward, Esq., solicitor. 


—_——~>—_——_- 
London Gazettes. 


@Hiudings-up of Joint Stock Compantes. 
Fripay, Nov. 22, 1861. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

British Provident Life and Fire Assurance Society (registered).— Cre- 
ditors to meet to appoint creditors’ representative on Dee, 4 at 12, before 
V. C. Kindersley. 

English and Irish Church and University Assurance Society,—V.C. Wood 
has appointed R. P. Harding, 5 Serle-st, Lincoln's-inn, Middlesex, official 
manager of this company, 

Gloucester, Aberystwith, and Central Wales Railway —V.C. 
Stuart has appointed Dec. 18 at 2 to consider an application of the official 
manager to disallow the claims of certain alleged creditors, 

Life Assurance Treasury.—V.C. Wood at my RB. P, Harding, 3 
Bank-bldgs and 5 Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn, official manager of 
this company. 

Limirep In BankRupPtTcrY. 

Midland Counties and General Coal Company (Limited).—Order to wind 
up. Nov. 26, Same day, E, W. Edwards, Esq., 22 Basinghall-st, London, 
was appointed official liquidator. 

Swedish Steel Iron Company (Limited).—Petition to wind up, presented 
Nov. 25, will be heard before Com. Goulburn, on Dec, 9 at 2. 

Toespay, Dec. 3, 186). 
Untimirep 1n CHANCERY. 

National Assurance and Investment Association.—The Master of the Rolls 
will proceed on Thursday, Dec 12, at 12, to settle the list of contribu- 
tories of this company. 

Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fawwar, Nov. 29, 1861. 

Bullock, Robert, Rugeley, Staffordshire, Gent. Feb. 3. Sols, Armishaw 
& Son. Rugeley. 

Campbell. Patrick, 6 Lower Harrington-st, Liverpool, Marine Store 
Dealer. Jan 1. Sols Duncans, Squarey, & Blackmore, 10 Water-st 
Liverpool. 





Cartwright, Elizabeth, East Stockwith, Lincolnshire, Widow. Dee 31 
Sol Hayes, Silver-st, Gainsborough. 
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Doggett, Lydia, Waterbeach, Cambridgeshire, Widow. Jan 26. Sol 
Foster, 28 Trinity-st, Cambridge. 

Duxbury, Thomas, Church, Lancashire, Yeoman. March 9. Sol. Ban- 
nister, Accrington, shire 

Gee, Adam, 21 Myddleton-st, Clerkenwell, Middlesex, Watch and Chrono- 
meter Maker. Pebl. Sols Kidder & Willett, 22 Calthorpe-st, Gray's- 
inn-rd, Middlesex. 

Milward, Mrs. Elizabeth Cooth, 13 Catherine-pl, Bath, Widow. Jan 7. 
Sol. Gibbs, 4 Northumberland-bidgs, Bath. 

Morice, Henry William, Ashwell, Herts, Esq. -Dec. 30. Sols Bannister & 
Fache, 13 John-st, Bedford- -row, Middlesex. 

» Joseph, Linthwaite, Huddersfield, Brewer and Spirit Merchant. 

Feb I. Sols Kidd & Jessop, Holmfirth. 

Sandford, Mark, East Langdon, Kent, Farmer. Jan 6. Sol Knocker, 
Castlehill, Dover. 

— John, Arley Kings, Worcestershire, Painter, Plumber, and Glazier. 
Feb 1. Sols Nicholas & Pardoe, Bewdley. 

Snelier, J John, Canterbury, Grazier. Jan 1. Sols Furley & Callaway, 

terbury 

Webb, aaa 9 Great St Helens, London, and 13 St James’s-pl, Middlesex, 

= a Jan6, Sols Cutler & Weall, 5 Bell- yd, Doctors’ Com- 


Woodburn, Major-General Alexander, C,B. March 1. Sol Jenings, 1 
Mitre-cuurt-bldgs, Temple, London, 
right, Robert, Gainsborough, Listcoinshire, Currier. Dec 31, Sol Hayes, 
Silver-st, Gainsborough, 

‘TugspayY, Dec. 3, 1861. 

Bainbridge, Henry, Ingram’s Farm, Ninfield, Sussex, Farmer. Feb 1. 
Sols Boulton & Sons, 21a Northampton-sq, Clerkenwell, Middlesex. 

Bonser, Thomas, Birmingham, Iron and Coal Merchant. March 1. Sol 
Webb, 56, New-st, Birmingha:a. 

Donaldson, Charles James, 33 Warwick-st, Regent-st, Middlesex, Hatter. 

Within fourteen days. Sol Painter, 43 Brewer-st, Golden-sq, London. 
— Henry Cooper, Leamington Priors, Warwickshire, Feb 1. Sols 
icholls, Burnett, & Newman, 18 Carey-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Howells Rev. John, Clerk, late Vicar of the Holy Trinity, Coventry. 

Jan 4. Sol Skilbeck, i9 Southampton - buildings, Chancery-lane, 


London. 
Lowther, Stephen, Buslingthorpe, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Feb 1. Sol Bird, 


g- 

Maddocks, Francis, 9 Canal-pl, Old Kent-rd, Surrey, Dairyman. Dec 21. 
Sol Braham, 12 Furnivai’s-inn, Holborn. 

Maquire, William Jackson, Liverpool, Ship Store Dealer. Feb 1, Sols 
Dodge & Wynne, 7 Union-court, Liverpool. 

Mordaunt, Rev. Charles, Badgworth, Somersetshire, Clerk. Jan 31. Sols 
Abbot, Lucas, & Leonard, Albion Chambers, Bristol. 

Morrell, Mary, Boroughbridge, Yorkshire, Widow and Innkeeper. Jan 8. 
Sols Hirst & Capes, Boroughbridge, Yorkshire. 

Nash, Martha, Angel-place, Skinner-st, Bishopsgate, London, Spinster. 
Jan 31. Sols Harris & Mee, Bishopsgate-churchyard, London. 

Rhind, Alexander, 19 Westmorland-terrce, and 24 Market-st, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne, Tailor and Draper. Feb 1. Sol Johnstone, 2 Collingwood- 
st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Rowland, Alexander, 20 Hatton-garden, Holborn, Middlesex, and Rosen- 
thal, Lewisham, Kent, Perfumer. Jan 10, Sol Letts, 8 Bartlett’s- 
bidgs, London. 

Sprigges, Charles Francis, sen., 7 Wellington-rd, St. _ ’s-wood, Middle- 
sex. Feb1. Sol Lioyd, 1 Wood st, Cheapside, Lond 

Taylor, = ag Birmingham, Maltster. Feb 1. Sol ‘Webb, 56 New-st, 


Veary, John, "West Wycombe, Buckinghamshire, Gent. Dec 16. Sol 
Clarke, High Wycombe. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Nov. 29, 1861. 

Brodrick, Michael, 10 Laurie-ter, Southwark, Surrey, Surgeon. Dec 16, 

Brodrick v. Brodrick, M.R. 
wg ya May, Newton Abbott, Gent. Dec 18. Tapper v. Flamank, 
Hill, Thomas, Dolphin-inn, New Irving-st, Birmingham, Retail Brewer. 

Jan7. Sanders e. Hill, V. C. Wood. 
oo ne, Halam, Notts, Widow. Dec 10, Story v. Story, V. Cc. 


Tusspay, Dec. 3, 1861. 


Banks, Robert, Rillington, Yorkshire, Yeoman. Jan 10. Shepherdson v. 
Dale, V.C. Stuart. 

Grenville, Richard Plantagenet Brydges Chandos Temple, Duke of Buck - 
ingham and Chandos, Stowe, Buckinghamshire. Jan 8. Guthrie v. 
Smith, M. R. 

Clark, William, Ackworth, Yorkshire, Surgeon. Jan 9. Birtlerv. Clark, 

Evans, William, Trysgyrch Mill, Llangndeirne, Carmarthenshire, Miller. 
Jan 8. Davies v Thomas, M. R. 

Jones, Thomas, Tanner’s Hall, Llandovery, Carmarthenshire, Tanner, 
Currier, and Farmer. Dec 23. .Jones v Jones, V.C. W 

ry Edward, Bracknell, Berks, Gent. Jan 11, Simonds ¢ Piercey, V. 

C. Stuart. 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Tuespay, Dec. 3, 1861. 


Appleton, Robert, Budleigh Salterton, Devonshire, Surgeon. Nov12. Sol 
Floud, 14 Castle-st, Exeter. 

Brown, William, Blythe Court, Newnham, Gloucestershire, Gent. Nov 
21. Sol Wintle, Newnham. 

Crane, William & Frederick Edwards, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. 
Nov 14. Sol Dennis, Northampton. 

Hodgson. Joseph, Oakhill Farm, Snaith, Yorkshire, and also of News- 
holme Common, Wressel, Yorkshire, Corn Factor and Farmer. Novy 21. 
Sol Saxelbye, Kingston-upon-Hull. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
; Faray, Nov. 29, 1861. 
Abraham, Barnett, 307 Oxford-st, Middlesex, Jeweller, Nov 22. Com- 
position, Reg Nov 26, 





Alcock, Henry, Manchester, Hotel Keeper. Noy 22. Comp. Reg Nov 26. 

Bedford, John, Edward James Bury, William Tarleton Bury, John Jepson, 
& Richard Allinson, Sheffield, Steel Manufacturers and Merchants ( Bed- 
ford, Burys, & Co.) Nov. 18. Assignment. Reg. Nov. 28. 

Berger, Joseph Alfred, & Walter Lawry Molyneux, 188 Strand, and 13 
Catherine-st, Strand, Middlesex, Advertising Agents. Nov 19. As- 
signment. Reg Nov "28. 

Brice, James Potts, Liverpool, Ship Broker. Nov 22. Assignment. Reg 
Nov 26. 

Burke, James Haswell, and John Carter, Oxford-st, Middlesex, Drawing 
and Py ea Mounters and Frame Makers. Novi. Assignment. 
Reg Nov 

Clough, William, Birkenhead, Tailor. Nov 12. Composition. Reg Nov 26, 

Crossland, John, Halifax, Wood Turner and Grocer. Oct 29. Composi- 
tion. Reg Nov 25. 

Curline, Henry Thomas, Champion Arms, Kingslaud-rd, Middlesex, 
Licensed Victualler. Nov 26. Composition. Reg Nov 27. 

Darley, Thomas, Bishopbridge, a Lincolnshire, Coal Merchant. 
Oct 31. Assignment. Reg Nov 2 

Driver, John, Bradford, Dyer. Nov ve Aap. Reg Nov 26. 

— William, Worksop, Shopkeeper. Oct 24. Assignment. Reg 


Renal tre, , Sheffield, Bellows Manufacturer. Nov. Inspectorship. 
Reg Nov 2 

Hassan, Ali, 42 ae, London, Carpet Bag Manufacturer. Oct 31, 
Assignment. Reg Nov 2 

Lulham, Thomas Parkin, i" Union-st, Bath, 14 High- sag? Wolverhampton, 
and 31 Regent-st, Leamington, Shoe Factor. Nov 20. Assignment. 
Reg Nov 27. 

Manstield, George, “‘ The Wheel — Alvaston, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. 
Oct 30. Assignment. Reg Nov 25 

Muller, Egmont Willibald, Manchester, Merchant, Florentine Theodore 
Overmann, Merchant, and Nicolai Christian Schon, Merchant (Muller, 
Overmann, & Schon), Novi. Composition, Reg Nov 25. 

—— James, — Middlesex, Grocer and Tea Dealer. Oct 30, 

ssignment. Nov 27. 

naeene Charles ifcas and William Henry Uren, Plymouth, Coach and 
Carriage Proprietors. Nov4. Assignment. Reg Nov 26. 

Raphael, Henry, Leman-st, La Middlesex, Cigar Manufacturer. 
Noy 21. Composition. Reg Nov 26 

Rogers, Edwin, Bristol, Accountant. Oct 81. Composition. Reg Nov 26, 

Rose, John James, Liverpool, Draper. Oct 30. Composition. Reg Nov 27. 

Sharman, Samuel George,.Lowestoft, Grocer. Oct 30. Assignment. Reg 
Nov 27. 

Smith, Edward, Leeds, ho and Draper (Edward Smith & Sons). Com- 

tion. Novl. Reg 26. 

Smith, William, Daubhill- in-Rumworth, Lancashire, Manufacturer. Ar- 
rangement. Nov2. Reg Nov 2 

Thompson, Robert, Batley _ Yorkshire, Tailor and Draper. Nov 10. 
Composition. Reg Nov 2 

Uttley, James Greenwood, Halifax, Cotton Warp Sizer, Oct 30. Assign- 
ment. Reg Nov 26. 

Warburton, James, jun., Wakefield, Flock and Shoddy Dealer. Nov 20. 
Composition. Reg Nov 27. 

Weller, Daniel, 192 Tottenham-ct-rd, Middlesex, Boot and Shoe Maker. 
Nov. 1. Assignment. Reg Nov 27. 

Wilcock, John, Wrangle, Lincolnshire, Grocer and Draper. Oct 25. As- 
signment. Reg Nov 27. 


TuxrspaY, Dec. 26, 1861, 


Atkins, William Cooper, 128 ae Southwark, Surrey, Ironmonger. 
Nov7. Assignment. Reg Nov 30 

Beasant, William, Piddletown, Dorsetshire, Builder. Nov 12. Assign- 
ment, Reg Nov 30. 

Goodall, James, ew Worcestershire, Draper. Nov 30. Composi- 
tion. Reg Dec 2. 

Greener, Joseph, jun. ., & Thomas Capstaff, South Shields, Printers. Nov 
28. Composition. Nov 29, 

Holmes, John, Otley, ative, Draper. Nov 5. Assignment. Reg 
Nov 29. 

Hume, nomi Beckingham, Essex, Farmer. Nov 22. Composition. 

Nov 


Hutton, Charies, Eccleshill, near Bradford, Cloth Manufacturer. Nov 15. 
Assignment. Reg Nov 30. 
1 Grove, Linthwaite, rot Woollen Cloth 
Manufacturer. Nov5. Assignment. Reg Nov 
Joyner, Sarah Ann, Birmingham, Car Proprietor. Nov 14, Assignment. 
29. 


g Nov 29, 

Pywell, Charles, La are and Leicester, Miller. Nov 2. Assign- 
ment. Reg Nov 30. 

—— Amos, Sunderland, Draper, Nov 2. Composition. Reg 


Nov 
Ward, William Thomas, Coventry, Silk Dyer. Nov 7. Composition. Reg 
‘ov 29, 


Bankrupts. 
Fray, Nov. 29, 1861. 


Ablett, William Henry, Lee, Kent, and Laurence-lare, London, Commis- 
sion Agent. Pet Nov 26. London, Dec 16. Sol Reed, Gresham-st. 

Allien, George Ebenezer, 3 North-pl, Balls Pond-rd, Middlesex. Pet Nov 
26 (in forma pauperis). 

Andrews, John, Horsham Common, Horsham, Sussex, Miller. Pet Nov 
25. Horsham, Dec 16. Sol Goodman, Brighton 

Aspinall, David, Hill Top, Lindley, Huddersfield, Journeyman Slater. 
Pet Nov 14 Huddersfield. Dec 12. Sol Dransfield, Hud id. 

ae 4g Newcastle, Glamorganshire, Carpenter. Nov 12. Bridg- 
end, 7 

Bannister, John, Liverpool. Nov 19. Nottingham, Dec 17. 

Barnes, age ms, B High-st, pete Shoemaker. Pet Nov 25. Lowes- 
toft, Dec | Sol Sago, Lowes! 

y, Sood, Aldwark, Derbyshire, Pet Nov 23. Derby, Dec 12. 

Sol Smith, Derby. 

Bartholomew, Charles, College-pl, Bristol, Chemical Manufacturer. Pet 
Nov 26. Bristol, Dec 10. Sols Clifton & Benson, Bristol. 

Bates, Daniel, Thoroton (not Thornton, as advertised in last Tuesday's 


). 
Bayliss, Henry, 10 Constitution-hill, Birmi pom, Dewar. Pet Nov 25. 
Heminghas, Dec 20, Sols East & Parry, ngham 





=. ‘es 


SS eS SS X.  KOCUOelCUMm 


-- n-ne  , T 








15 


at. 








Dec. 7, 1861. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 97 








Beater, Andrew, Frederick Dennant, and James Russ, Aldermanbury and 
Fountain-ct, London, Warehousemen, Pet Nov 28. ov Dec Il. 
Sols Sale. Worthi , Shipman, & Seddon, Mancheste: 

Behnes, William, 10 burgh: st, and 8 ma Dagent’s-park, Middle- 
sex, Sculptor. Pet Nov 25. London, Dec 12. Sols Lawrance, Plews, 
& Bowyer, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Bell, Robert, Alnwick, Fishmonger. Pet Nov 26. Alnwick, Dec 12. Sol 
Smith, Alnwick. 

Belt, The Rev. Robert Wallis, B row, Br Middlesex. Pet 
Nov 23. London, Dec 11. Sol Berry, 5 *Verulam- bldgs, Gray’s-inn, 
London. 

Biggs, Edward Baron, and Henry Pearson Biggs, Willesden, Middlesex, 

‘armers. Pet Nov 25. London, Dec 18. Sols Greenhill & Lynch, 63 
Gracechurch-st. 

Brand, Samuel, 50 Thomas-st, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 26. 
Liverpool, Dec 12. Sol Kent, Liverpool. 

—_ Lyon, a eg ne eg Surveyor and Builder. Pet Nov 

Kington, Dec 13. Sol hens, 

Diosks, Walter John, 112a Aldersgate-st, London, Baker. Pet Nov 27. 
London, Dec 16. Sol Spiller, 3 South-pl, Finsbury. 

Bruce, Norman, High-st, Staines, en Dees in Tobacco. Pet Nov 
27. Loadon, Dec 17. Sol Voules, Windsor, Berk: 

Burton, William, Halifax, Box Maker. Pet Nov ‘ Halifax, Dec 20. 
Sols Stocks & Franklin, Halifax. 

Butcher, Henry James, 104, King-st, Great Yarmouth. Pet Nov 25. 
Yarmouth, Dec 12. Sol Pollard, Ipswich. 

Calvert, Thomas, Exeter, Professor of Music. Pet Nov 28. Exeter, Dec 
13. Sol Hirtzel, Exeter. 

oe & Edmund Henry Jones, Wolverhampton, Chemists 

Pet Nov 27. Birmingham, Dec 18. Sols H. & J. E. 
cuadernil Woiverhan , and Hodgson & Allen, Birmingham. 
Richard, jun., orest-hill, Kent, Carrier. Pet Nov 19. London, 
May ai. Sols Howard, Halse, & Trustram, 66 Paternoster-row, London, 
Coleman, William, Horse Market, Northampton, Baker. Pet Nov 27. 
Northampton, Dee 13. Sols S Shield & White, Northampton. - 

Cook, John, Great Berkhampstead, Hertfordshire, Labourer. Novy 22. 
London, Dec 11. 

Cornwell, Charues, 8 Great Hermitage-st, Wapping, Middlesex, Cow 
Keeper. Pet Nov 26. London, Dec 11. Sol Buchanan, 13 Basinghall- 
st, London, 

Cowley, Joseph, 6 Lower eee. Landport, Hants, Dealer in Cattle. 
Nov 19. Portsmout h, Dec 9. 

Cozens, George, High Ham, near Langport, Somersetshire, Cattle Dealer. 

. Pet Nov 26. Exeter, Dec 11. Sols Reed, Bridgwater, and Clarke, 


osm William, Bolton-le- Moors, Lancashire, Photographic Artist. Pet 
Nov 27. Bolton, Dec 11. Sol Edge, Bolton. 

Daly, Thomas, 56a High-st, Woolwich, Kent, Journeyman Blacksmith. 
Pet Nov 26. London, Dec 24. Sol Wright, 123 Chancery-lane, London. 
Dimond, joan tg * High-st, Gosport, Dealer in Stationary. Nov 19. 

Portsmouth, Dec 

Dormer, John, ad Builder. Pet Nov 25. London, Dec 13. Sols 
Lovell & Co, Gray’s-inn, and Henderson, Reading. 

Duerden, John, 28 St. Paul’s-st, Blackburn, Fish Curer and Salesman, 
be 20. Lancaster, Dec 13, Sol Gardner, Lancaster, and Man- 

ester. 

Eardensohn, Joseph George, 9 pag wy! Londor, Wine Merchant 
(Martel & Co). Pet Nov1l. London, Dec 12. Sol Miller, Son, & Day, 
10 Philpot-lane, London 

Eckhaus, Phillipp. 34 Gresham- st, and New-st, Bishopsgate, London, Im- 
porter of Jewellery. Pet Nov 16. London, Dec 17. Sols Sidney & 
Son, 46 Finsbury-circus, London. 

Edwards, Owen, 76 Elizabeth-st, Liverpool, Joiner and Bui'der. Pet Nov 
25. Liverpool, Dec 9. Sols Owen & Mence, 7 Clayton-sq, Liverpool. 
Etherington, Thomas, “Back Blackfield-ter, Kirkdale, near Liverpool, 
Team Owner. Nov 20. Lancaster, Dec 13. Sol Gardner, Lancaster, 

and Manchester. 

Field, Frederick George, Barnsley, Shoe Maker. Pet Nov 25. Leeds, 

ven iW os bo i em ss and Fang & Barwick, Leeds. 
inch, id x, eeper. Pet Nov 26. Brentwood, 
Dee 13. Sol Dutheld. Chelmaeh ; 


Garvead. Thones Bury St. Edmunds. Pet Nov 26. Bury St. Edmunds, 
Dec 10. Sol Salmon, Bury St. Edmunds. 

Gibbons, William Govier, 9 Lower Whitecross-st, London, Journeyman 
Cabinet Maker. Pet Nov 26 (in forma pauperis). London, Dec 11 

Gibson, John James, 3 Ki!burn-ter, Commercial-rd, Peckham, Surrey. 
Nov 21. London, Dec 11. 

Giovannovich, George, Manchester, Merchant. Pet Nov 25. Manchester, 
Dec 10. Sol Heywood, Manchester. 

——- Edmund, Kingsland. Pet Nov 16, Birmingham, Dec 12. 
Sols Robinson, Leominster, and Reece, Birmingham. 

Haild, Thomas, 65 Pollard-st, Manchester, Job Dyer. Pet Nov 2]. Man- 
chester, Dec 21. Sol Stiles, Manchester. 

Halford, John, 22 Nicol-sq, Hackney, Auctioneer, London, Nov 2]. 

Hardy, Daniel Pawiey, Grantham, Milliner. Pet Nov 26. Grantham, 
Dec 9. Sol Wagstaffe, a tham. 

Harrison, Joseph, 6 Cain-pl, Kentish Town, Middlesex, Corn Merchant. 
aaa London, Dec 24. Sol Lewis, 2 Raymond-bldgs, Gray’s- 

n 

Harvey, George, Leigh, Essex, Plumber, Painter, and Glazier. Pet Nov 

Howkinn Rochford, Dec 13. Sol Ablett, 6 Newvastle-st, Strand, Lo: y 
kins, Robert, ieee, mee Bridgwater, Farmer. Pet Nov 28, 

—. Dec 17. Sols Reed, Bridgwater, or his agent Clarke. 

Hemming, Charles, Summer-st, Birmingham, Cabinet Maker. Pet Nov 
23. Lirmingham, Dec 20. Sols Southall & Nelson, Birmingham. 

Henrionnet, Henri, 24 Oakley-sq, Regent’s-park, Middlesex. Dec 21, 

teanen no aly Sheffie! 
ppenstall Russell-st, ~) Steel Converter. 4 
Sheffield, Dec 19. Sol Turner, Sheffield men 23 

Hill, Thomas, Granville Works, ma Kent, Builder. Pet Nov 28. London, 
Dee 24. Kent, 11 Cannon-st. West, London. 


ican lane tan Pe me om Middlesex, Tobacconist, 
Sol Pook, y> Pet Noy 27. Dec 





24. 
Seiten, Wckagh, Susteren’ Pesltin, ant. Pet Nov 15 (in forma 
pauperis), Lancaster, Dec'13. Sol bette 


Hemrireye, Hugh, Hendy Towyn, Merioneth, Merchant, Liverpool, 





Hunter, Hope, Walsall, Draper. Pet Nov 26. Birmingham, Dec 18, 
Sol Wilkinson, Walsall. 

Hutchinson, Frank, 43 Wood-st, Elton, Lancashire, Grocer. Pet Nov 26, 
Bury, Dec 12. Sol Watson, agg 

Hatchinson, George Woodgate, 24 Basinghall-st, London, Accountant. 
Pet Nov 25. Leto De 11. Sol Walker, 33 Clement’s-lane, Lom- 
bard-st. 

Jackson, Ann, Bradford, Lodging-house Keeper. Pet Nov 23. Leeds, 
Dec 9. Sol Mason, York. 


James, Letitle Mary Asm, 26 Burten-ct, Ketones, Oia, - 
house Keeper. Pet Nov 27. London, Dec 19. Smith, 90 Deatigh: 


Jepson, James, 13 “Wentworth-st, page Pet Nov 26. Shef- 
field, Dec 19. Sol Pattison, Sheffield. 

Johnson, George, 17 Wellington-st, Northampton, Shoe ee nin Assis- 
tant. Pet Nov 26. Northampton, Dec 13. Sol Rands, Ni 

Jones, John Lioyd, Ruabon, Denbighshire, Machineman. Pet Nov 45. 
Ruabon, Dec 11. Sol Rymer, —— 

Keylock, William, 32 Ironmonger-lane, London, Commission Agent. 

‘ov 27. London, Dec 18. Sols Harrison fe Lewis, 6 Old Jowry, La ag Et a 
, George William, 18 Wiltshire-st, Southsea, Hants, Butcher. Pet 
Nov 25. Portsmouth, Dec 9. Sol Cousins, Portsea. 

Lampin, Thomas, 7 Oxford-rd, Norwood, New Town, Surrey, Lime 
chant. Pet Nov 27 (in forma pauperis). London, Dec 16," Sol Sorrell 
19 Mark-lane. 

Law, William Alexander, 13 Mercer’s-ter, Stepney, Middlesex, Commer- 
cial Traveller. Pet Nov et on, Dec 24, Sols Mackeson & Gold- 
ring, Lincoln’s-inn fields, on. 

Lee, Elizabeth, 14, Queen-st, Oxford, Cork Cutter, Pet Nov 23. Oxford,, 
Dec 11. Sol Thompson, Oxford. 

Lees, Elizabeth Halifax, Innkeeper. Nov 14. Halifax, Dec 20, Sol Jubb 
Halifax. 


Lister, Jacob Stanley, Bilston, Staffordshire, Timber Merchant, Pet Nov 
25. a aa 18. Sols Brown, Bilston, and James & Knight, 
Birming! 

i George ze William, 29 Liverpool-st, King’s-cross, Middlesex. Pet Nov 

London, Dec 16. Sol Doyle, Verulam-bidgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Lachate, James Frederick, 3 Beckford-row, Walworth, Surrey, Butcher. 
Pet Nov 28. London, "Dec 16. Sols Peck & Downing, 10 Basing- 
hall-st. 

“ Henry, Roundhurst, Sussex, Farmer. Pet Nov 25. London, Dec 18, 

Sol White, 8 Danes’-inn, Strand. 
Lumley, Willam, Oi Oldham, Mechanic. Nov 21. Lancaster, Dec 13, Sol 
and Manchester. 

Marshall, William Fielding, Shipley, Yorkshire, Heald and Reed Maker. 
Nov 19. Lancaster, Dec 13. Sol Gardner, Lancaster and Manchester. 

Mather, John, 71 Bridge-st, Warrington, Music Seller. Pet Nov 13. Man- 
chester, Dec 12. Sol Horner, Manchester. 

——,. peg 2 Belgrave-st, Commercial-rd East, Middlesex, Master 
Ma: and Ship Owner. Pet Oct 30 (in one pauperis). London, 


Dec 10. 

Milnes, Fleetwood, Bank End, Dalton, Yorkshire. Pet Nov 21. Hudders- 
field, Dec 12. Sol Dransfield, Huddersfield. 

Mitchell, Wiliam, Re cen st, Landport, Hants, Veterinary Surgeon. 
Nov 19. Portsmouth . Dec 9. 

Morris, Josiah, Montpellier-ter, Notting-hill, Middlesex. Nov 14. London, 


Dec 13. 

Nicholls, Benjamin Bartlett, New York, America, and + wane near 
Leeds, Commission Merchant. Nov. 14. Leeds, Dec 16. 

Ogden. Richard, Jumbo, bey Lancashire, Farmer. Pet Nov 22. Old- 
ham, Dec 12. Sol Ascroft, Oldham. 

Olive, William John, Broad Oak Nursery, Heathfield, Sussex, Nursery 
and Seedsman. Pet Nov 25. Lewes, Dec 10. Sol Goodman, Brighton, 

Oliver, William, 4 Beckington’s-bldgs, Ouseburn, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Grocer. Pet Nov 27. Newcastle, Dec 12. Sols Cram & Legge, New- 
castle-on-Tyne. 

Owen, James Thomas, Dulwich, Surrey, Carman and Contractor. Pet 
Nov 26. London, Dec 16. Sol Wells, Moorgate-st. 

Palmer, Samuel, 36 Oak Village, Kentish Town, Middlesex, Printer, Pet 
Nov 25. London, Dec 13. 

Parkins, Isaac Sudbury, Mill-st, Blackburn, Gas Engineer. Pet Nov 26, 
Blackburn, Dec 12. Sol Clough, Biackburn, 

Parry, John, 15! Tipping-st, Ardwick, en Tailor. Pet Nov 21. 
Manchester, Dec 16. Sol Grundy, M: 

i a Joseph, Willenhall, Staffordshire, Painter and Glazier. Wol- 

hampton, Dec 19. Sol Walker, Wolverhampton. 

ian James, Ellis-st, Birmingham, Broker. Pet Nov 25. Birmingham, 
Dec. 20. Sol Fluck, Birmingham. 

Pett, William, 2 Lavender-rd, York-rd, Battersea, » Grocer, Pet 
Nov 16, London, Dec 16. Sol Pulling, 3 Adelaide-pl, 

Phillips, John, Seances Valley Tavern, 
Haulier and Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Nov 27. Neath, Dec 13. Sol 


Goodere. 

Pigney, Edward, New Catton, Norwich, Bricklayer and Builder. Pet Nov 
9. Norwich, Dec 9. Sol Taylor, Norwich. 

Pittar, Samuel John, 167 Regent-st, Middlesex, Umbrella Manufacturer 
(Lake & Co). Pet Nov 18. London, Dec 9. Sol Chidley, 25 Old 
Jewry, London. 

Powell, James, Mitcham, Surrey, Printer and Stationer. Pet Nov 27. 
London, i Dynes & Harvey, 61 Lincoln’s- 's-inn-tields, London. 

Pringle, Adam, Radford, Nottinghamshire, Beer Seller. Pet Nov 26. 


Nottingham, Dec 10. ‘Sol Lees, Ni 
Paddock, H Fulling Miller. . Pet Nov 21. 


ot 

Prosser, ——y 55 Duke-st, Guan Gardener, 

Rees, David, Pennsylvania, Pembrokeshire Farmer, Pet Nov 26. Haver- 
fordwest, Dec 12. Sol Parry, Haverfordwest. 

Rees, Thomas, BrooGmoor, Penibrokeshire. Farmer. Pet Nov 14, Haver- 
fordwest, tl a = Parry, Rg eng n 

Richardson, vy ets orwich. Shopkeeper. ‘ov 19. 
wich, Dec 9. Sol Sadd, Norw n a 

Riley, John, Hooton Pagnell, Torkshire, Boot & Shoe Maker. Pet Nov 22. 
Doncaster, m, Doncaster. 


» Dec 6. Sols Smith & Atkinsy 
Roberts, James, Kent, Dealer in’ Wood Pet Nov 27. Ten 
terden, Dec 13. Sol Williams, Cran! 
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Roberts, Owen, 85 Beresford-rd, Toxteth-rd, Liverpool, Cowkeeper. Nov 
Lancaster, Dec 13. Sol Gardner, Lancaster, and Manchester. 
vers, Dorsetshire, Grocer. Pet Nov 27, 
Sols Aldridge & Harker, Poole. 

nel, 8 London-st, Paddington, Middlesex, Corn Dealer. Pet 

London, Dec 24. Sol Denny, 13 Austen-friars, London. 
Shaw, John, Broughton in — Lancashire, Druggist and Draper. 
ig Nov 16. Manchester, Dec 10. Sols Sale, Worthington, Shipman, 

& Seddon, Manchester, and hey Birmingham. 

Shirt, William, =" Middlesex. Pet Nov 26 (in forma pauperis). 


London, 
Shoare, William, “Sun Newspaper Office, 112 Strand, Clerk. Nov 16. 
6. 


London 16. 
Short, John, Simonsbath, Exmoor, Somersetshire, Travelling Tea Dealer. 
oa af 18 (in forma pauperis), South Molton, Dec 9. Sol Floud, 


Pn ai urst, George, Huddersfield, Baker. Pet Oct 19. Huddersfield, Dec 
12. Sol Mason, Yorkshire. 

Smith, oy King-st, Hammersmith, Middlesex, Baker. Nov 21. 
London, Dec | 

Smith, John, ae 11 Commercial-pl, Lewisham-rd, Greenwich, Kent, 
Fruiterer. Pet Nov 25. London, Dec 17. Sol Dempster, Morden 
House, Greenwich, Kent. 

Spencer, Frederick, 122 Digbeth, Birmingham, Painter. Pet Nov 27. 
Birmingham, Nov 20. So's East & Parry, Birmingham. 

Spencer, Timothy, 82 Argyll-st, Regent-st, Middlesex. Tailor. Pet Nov 28 
London, Dec 19. Sols Treherne & Wolferstan, 17 Gresham-st, London. 

Stiles, John, 1 Stewart’s-bldgs, Patricroft, Attorney-at-Law. Pet Nov 25. 
Salford, Dec 9. Sol Ambler, Manchester. 

Stock, Thomas, Great Coggleshall, Essex, Brewer. Pet Nov 26. London, 
Dec 11. Sols Stevens & Satchell, 6 Queen-st, Cheapsi-le, London. 

Stockford, Thomas, 143 Goswell-st, Clerkenwell, Middlesex, Bread and 
Biscuit Baker. Pet Nov 25. London, Dec 11. Sols Mason, Sturt, & 
Mason, 7 Gresham-st. 

Stone, Thomas, Reedham, Norfolk, Cordwainer. Pet Nov 25. Yarmouth, 


Dec 13. Sol Cufande, Great Yarmouth. 

Storey, Jonathan et eee ow’ , Blacksmith and Grocer. Nov 15, 
Harti 1, Dec 9. Sol Maso: 

Stubbs, Thomas, Swinscoe, Blore, Staffordshire, Joiner and Builder. Pet 
bl 26. Birmingham, Dec 12. Sol Tomlinson, Ashbourne, Derby- 


Taylor, Herbert, 11 Harron-st, Greenheys, Manchester. Nov 21. Lan- 
caster, Dec 13. Sol Gardner, Lancaster and Manchester. 

Taylor, James, Sutton, St. Helen’s, Lancashire, Labourer. Pet Nov 15 
(in forma pauperis). Lancaster, Dec 13. Sol Rawlinson, Lancaster. 

Tie James, Widness, Lancashire, Joiner and Builder. Pet Nov 25. 

Liverpool, Dec 12. Sols Atkinson & Bartlett, Liverpool. 

Tremlett, John Richard, & Edward Hill, Bank-st, Salford, Stone Masons 
— & Hill). Pet Nov 26. Manchester, Dec 12. Sol Boote, Man- 
chester 

Trenam, Arthur, Mansfield, Licensed Pineoher. Pet Nov 15. Sheffield, 
Dec 14. Sols Smith & Burdekin, Sheffiel 

Walkinshaw, Henry, Newhall-st, birmingham, Engraver, &c, Pet Nov 
26. ham, Dec 10. Sol Foster, Bi bam. 

Walters, Thomas, Wern Ystalyera, Glamorganshire, Grocer. 

and Ironmonger. Pet Nov 25. Neath, Dec 13. Sol Goodere, Swansea. 

Wells, Frances, Chelmsford, Widow. Pet Nov 25. Chelmsford, Dec 10. 
Sol Duffield, Chelmstord. 

Wenn, James, Downham Market, Norfolk, Ironmonger. Pet Nov 28, 
Downham Market, Dec 12. Sols Coulton & Beyle, King’s Lynn. 

Wickens, "sonnal, Old Station-rd, Tonbridge Wells, Corn Dealer, Nov 21. 
Tonbridge Wells, Dec 6. 

Willmot, John Peter, George-pl, Plymouth, Chemist and Druggist. Pet 
Nov 26. Plymouth, Dec 12. Sols Elworthy, Curtis, & Dawe, Plymouth. 

Wills, Charles, Weir, Winchester, Millwright. Nov 25. London, Dec 16. 
Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Wilson, Joseph Harrison Oddie, Rathmell, Yorkshire, Schoolmaster. Pet 
Nov 25. Settle,Dec 9. Sol Robinson, Settle. 

Wormald. Charles, Leeds, Machine Comb Manufacturer (C. Wormald & 
Co.). Pet Nov 26. Leeds, Dec 12. Sols Teale & Appleton, Leeds. 

Wyer, William, Attleborough, Norfolk, Boot and Shoe Maker. Pet Nov 
26. Attleborough, Dec 12. Sol Walpole, Northwold, Norfolk. 

Yates, John, 245 Whitechapel-road, Middlesex, Boot and Shoe Manufac- 
turer. Pet Nov 27. London, Dec 19. Sol Juckes, 10 Bridgwater-sq, 


London. 
Tuespay, Dec. 3, 1861. 
Archer, Joseph, South Shoebury, Essex, Farmer, Pet Dec 1. London, 
Dec 18. Sol Preston, 15 Broad-st-b! 

Baggott, William, Bromyard, Innkeeper. Pet Nov 21. Birmingham, 
Dec 20. Sols Badham, Bromyard, and James & Knight, Birmingham. 
Bailey, Richard, 7 South-terrce, Halton, a Tailor. Pet Nov 27. 

Hasti' ings, Dec 16. Sol Meadows, Hastii 
Bannister, John, Liverpoo}. Nov 19. Nottingham, Dec 17. 
Basford, Joseph, 124 Alceston-st, Birmingham, Marine Store Dealer. Pet 
Nov 29. Birmingham, Dec 20. Sols East & Parry, Birmingham. 
Beardsall, William, Nottingham, Painter. Pet Dec 2. Nottingham, Jan 
8. Sol Heath, Nottingham. 
Charles, 16 Sherborne-lane, King re papi, Li- 
Pet Nov 30. London, Dec 18. Sol Dean, New 


natieeed, Walworth, Surrey, Builder and Surve: 

ion, 16. Sol Lewis, Raymond-bidgs, Gray’s- 

4 Joseph, Wolverhampton, Stationer, Pet Nov28. Birmi chee, 
Dec 20. Sols Underhill, Wolverhampton, and James & Knight Bir- 


mingham. 
Brown, George, 5 Market-place, and 4 Lyon-st, Wigan, Tailor, Draper and 
Hatter. let Nov 29. Wigan, Dec 18. Sol France, Wigan. 
Butcher, George, and Sydney James Mrarcercent Northern Wharf, York-rd, 
's Cross, and 11 Office, Coal De it, Great Northern Railway 
oa, a Nov 30. London, Dec 16. Sol Keene, 77 Lower Thames- 


Collis Ea Edward, 1 Catherine-pl, Stokes Croft, eae Accountant. Pet 
Cockhin, shenen a, Liverpec, a inet Baker. 1 Pet Nov 30. Liverpool, 
Sols A ir. ov 
Dec 16. Anderson & Collins, Cook-st, Liverpool. 
Crowther, Charis Frederis Williaa William, Clerk toa Railway Contractor, late 





28 Havelock-st, Canterbury, Kent. Pet Nov 20. Canterbury, Dec 9. 
Sol Fielding, Canterbury 

Cunningham, John, Seow, near Pensford, Somersetshire, Horse Dealer. 
Pet Nov 28. Bristol,Dec. 17. Sols Clifton & Benson, Bristol. 

Davenport, William, 9 Clement’s-st, Leamington Priors, Car Driver. Pet 
Nov 28. Warwick, Dec 16. Sol Sherwood, Leamington Priors. 

Dobson, Henry, Bolton, Bleacher. Pet Nov 29. Manchester, Dec 17. Sols 
Richardson & Hinnell, Bolton. 

Dobson, Thomas, Eawam-rd, Blackburn, Plasterer. Pet Nov 15 (in forma 
pauperis). Lancaster, Dec 13. Sol Rawlinson, Lancashire. 

Drury, Wallace, Kingston-upon-Hull, Merchant. Pet Nov 30. Leeds, Dec 
18. Sols Preston & Garrett, Hull. 

Fletcher, George William, Radcliffe-bridge, Lancashire, Cotton Manufac- 
turer. Pet Nov 30. Manchester, Dec 14. Sols Churchill & Peacock, 
Manchester, 

Flintoff, John, 59 Cannon-st.-rd, St. George’s in the East, Middlesex, 
Grocer and Tea Dealer. Pet Nov 29. London, Dec 13. Sols Laurence, 
Plews, & Boyer, Old Jewry-chambers, London 

French, Thomas, Gorleston, Suffolk, Shopkeeper. Nov 19. Great Yar- 
mouth, Dec 16. Sol Sadd, Norwich. 

Garraway, John Josiah, Batheaston, Somersetshire, Baker. Pet Nov 28. 
Bristol, Dec 16. Sol Wilton, Bath. 

Golding, Frederick, Railway Tavern, St. James bray Bermondsey, ome, 
Beershop Keeper. Pet —— eee 13, Sols Roscoe & Hincks, 
14 King-st, Finsbury-sq, Lo 

Gotobed, Robert, Park-pl, Locke elds, Walworth, Surrey, Baker. Pet 
Dec 2. London, Dec 13. Sol Buchanan, 13 Basinghall-st, London. 

Goymour, William, Bradfield St. Clare, Sussex, Farmer. Pet Nov 18. 
Bury St. Edmunds, Dec 10. Sol Walpole, Bury St, Edmunds. 

Granger, Samuel, Murray-st, Hoxton, Middlesex, Baker. Pet Nov 3. 
London, Dec 18. Sols Harrison & Lewis, Old eas’ C London, 

Grayson, James, 24 Southampton-row, Bloomsbury. Pet Nov 30 (in forma 
pauperis). London, Dec 18 

coum . Rev. John, Stratford, Essex, Clerk, Vicar of Stratford. Pet Nov 
29. London, Dec 18, Sols Digby & Son, Chancery-lane, and Maldon, 


Essex. 

Hall, John Thomas, 7 Holywell-lane, St. Leonard’s, Shoreditch, Middlesex, 
General Dealer. Pet Nov30. London, Dec 21. Sol Peverley. 19 Cole- 
man-st, London. 

Harley, William Harrison, Todmorden, Lancashire, Confectioner. Pet 
Nov 28. Todmorden, Dec 14. Sol Blomley. 

Hatherly, Edmund Augustus, snmaugien, Tailor and Outfitter. Pet 
Nov 29. London, Dec 24. Sols Paterson & Son, 7 Bouverie-st, London 
and Mackey, Southampton. 

Hayward, George, Goudhurst, Kent, Farmer. Pet Nov 28. London, Dec 
21. Sol Crafter, 81 Blackfriars-rd, London 

Heathcott, George, 23 Fitzroy-ter, Haverstock-hill, Middlesex, Builder. 
Nov 21. Lon on, Dec 19. 

Heyes, Nicholas, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancashire, Brewer. Pet Nov 25 
Manchester, Dec 13. Sols Smith & Boyer, Manchester. 

Higginbotham, Robert, 18 Dun-st, Sheffield, Steel Melter. Pet Nov 26. 
Sheffield, Dec 19. Sol Broadbent, Sheffield, 

Hirschfeld, Rudolph, 48 Clifton-st, Finsbury, ‘Middlesex, Printer and Sta- 

—, Pet Nov 28. London, Dec 16. Sol Preston, 15 Broad-st-bldgs, 


Hoskins Stephen, 3 Cornwall-st, Plymouth, Boot and Shoe Maker. Pet 
Nov. 29. Stonehouse, Dec 13. Sol Fowler, Plymouth. 

Humphreys, Hugh, Hendy Denre, Merionethshire, Merchant & Farmer. 
Nov 22. Liverpool, Dec 9. 

Jackson, John, Romsey, Southampton, Tronmonger. Pet Nov 22. London, 
Dec 21, Sols Wallinger & Miller, 5 and 6 Sherborne-lane, London, and 
Foster, Birmingham. 

Jackson, Myers, 26 Bull Ring, North Shields, Travelling Glazier. Pet 
Noy 27. North Shields, Dec 20. Sol Joel, Newcastle-upon- ‘Tyne. 

Kaufman, Kaufman, 93 Cannon-street-road, Saint George’s East, Middle- 
sex, Slipper Manufacturer. Pet Noy 30. London, Dec 24. Sol Abbot, 
1 Saint Mark’s-st, London. 

Leach, Matthew, Wisbeach St Peter, Cambtidgeshire, Wine and Spirit 
Merchant. Pet Nov 29. London, ‘Dec 21. Sols Abbott » Jenkins, and 
Abbott, 8 New-inn, Strand, London, and Watson & Son, Wisbeach. 

Lomas, Samuel, 2 Alma-square, Moss Side, Stretford, Canvasser for Sub- 
scriptions, Pet Nov 28. Salford, Dec 14. Sol Swan, Manchester. 

Lomas, Thomas, Alma-square, Moss Side, Stretford. Pet Nov 28. Salford, 
Dec 14. Sol Swan, Manchester. 

Merrison, James, Greenhithe, Kent, Carpenter. Pet Nov 26. London, 
Dec 18. Sol Chandler, 33 Clement’s-lane, London. 

Metcalf, Robert, Sun Inn, Lower East-st, Middlesborough, Yorkshire, 
Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Nov 26. Stockton-on-Tees, Dec 12, Sol Clem- 
met, Stockton, 

Middleton, Sarah Ann, New ~~ Lincolnshire, Licensed Victualler. 
Nov 8. Kingston-upon-Hull, 8. 

Mills, George, 44 Radnor-st, Chelsea, Middlesex, Cab Proprietor. Pet 
Nov 30. London, Dec 21. Sol Newman, 27 Walbrook, London. 

Nicol, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Coal Merchant. Nov 28. Kingston- 
upon-Hull, Dec 18. 

Padbury, Edward, Minster Lovell, Oxfordshire, Tailor. Pet Nov 28. 
Witney, Dec 16. Sol Thompson, Oxford. 

Parkes, William, Fox Walks Farm, Bromsgrove, Farmer. Pet Nov 28. 
Birmingham, Dec 20. Sols Bentley, Worcester, and Hodgson & Allen, 
Birmingham. 

Parrish, James, Crowland, Lincolnshire, Basket Maker. Pet Nov 30. Not- 

. Dec 19, Sols Deacon, Peterborough, and James & Knight, Bir- 
mi 


ingham 

Peagam, Edward Charles, Bicester, Oxfordshire, Attorney and Solicitor. 

ee ad 29. London Dec 24. Sols Surr & Gribble, 12 Abchurch-lane, 
Zondon. 

Phillips, Thomas, Golden Lion Inn, Foregate-street, Chester, Brewer. Pet 
Nov 28. Chester, Dec 20. Sol Cartwright, Chester. 

Ree, Thomas Hinson, 18 New Henry-st, Cotton’s Estate, Limehouse, Mid- 
dlesex, Cvual Weigher. Pet Nov 30. London, Dec 17. Sol Chorley, 
48a Moorgate-st, London. 

Richardson, John William, 23 Strawberry-st, Drypool, and 21 Church-st, 
W incolmlee, Kingston-upon-Hull, Painter. Pet Nov 28, Kingston- 
upon-Hull, Dec 12. Sols Katon & Beilby, Hull. 

Russell, William, | West-st, Broad-st, Portsmouth, Grocer. Pet Nov 28, 
Portsmouth, Dec * Sol Stening, Portsea, 

Sanderson, ag ork, Timber and Slate Merchant. Pet Nov 29. 
Leeds, Dec 16. Sols Anderson, York, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 


S& C6938 weiss <_ 
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Smith, Charles Henry, Brongham Cottage, Barton-upon-Irwell, near Man- 
chester, Commission Agent. Pet Nov 19. Manchester, Dec 17. Sol 


Gardner, 

gy William Howe, and Miles Bowen Smith, St. Johns, New Brunswick, 

7 King-st, Cheapside, Lae. General Merchants. Pet Nov 29. 
pet Dec 18. Sols Linklater 

Stanley, William, 60 Great Jachsons Hulme, Baker. Pet Nov 28. 

bbs, Hi ieee i, bo eve chester, Cofactor. Pet Nov 29. Win 

Stu’ fenry, ‘ov - 
chester, Dec 16. Sol Hollis, Winchester. 

Stubington, William, Parchment-st, Winchester, Carpenter and Builder. 

‘ov 27, London, Dec I6. Sols Paterson & Son, Bouverie-st, and 
iaaey, Southampton. 

Squires, Robert, White Horse Inn, High-st, gy a Staffordshire, 
Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 28. Stourbridge, Dec 19. Sols East & 
Parry, Birmingham. 

Thornhill, Peter, Stone Field, Staffordshire, Dealer in Coal. 
Stone, Dec 13. Sol Bowen, Sta tafford. 

Thwaite, Peter Sunderland, 53 Thomas-st, Hulme, Senet Assistant. 
Pet Nov 29. Salford, Dec 14. Sol Bent, Mancheste 

Trevor, William, Birmingham. Baker and Coal Dea. Pet Nov 29, 
Birmingham, Dec 16. Sols East & Parry, Birmingham 

as , George Henry, Carlisle, Photographic Artist. Nov 13. Keswick, 


Vendrent, Charles, Broadway, Stratford, Essex, Stationer. Pet Nov 2. 
London, Dec 18. Sols Sydney & Son, Finsbury-circus. 

be William, 7 Freeman-st, Birmingham, Car and Cab Proprietor. 

Pet Nov 28.” Birmingham, Dec 16. Sols Allcock & Millward, and 
Hodgson & Allen, Birmingham. 
Webb, Joseph, Emneth, Norfolk. Nov. 19. London, Dec 
osiah, Camboise, Northumberland, Muriner. 
M h, Dec 14. Sol Adamson, North Shields. 

Whitelaw, William, Charles- st, Briton Ferry, Glamorganshire, Grocer and 
Ship Chandler. Pet Nov 30. Bristol, Dec 17. Sols Cuthbertson, Neath, 
and Bevan, Girling, & Press, Bristol. 

Wile, J , Stafford, Gunsmith. Pet Nov 27. Stafford, Dec 13. Sol 


Bowen, 

Wilkins, Albert, 43 Tle rag § rd, Southwark, Surrey, A Pet Nov 
29. Dec 24. Sol Smith, 50 Moorgate-st, London. 

Winscomb, Al Kimbolton, Huntingdonshire, Grocer and Draper. Pet 
Noy 29. London, Dec 19. Sols Marten, Thomas, & Hollams, Mincing- 
lane, London, and Conquest, Bedford. 

Wilson, Henry , Southtown, Snffolk, Corn Factor. Pet Nov 29. 
London, Dec 13. Sols Nichols and Clarke, 9 Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn, 


London, 

Wood, John, 2 Devon-villas, Buckingham-rd, De Beauvoir Town, Middle- 
sex, Haberdasher. Pet Nov27. London, Dec 16. Sols Mason, Sturt, 
& Mason, 7 Gresham-st. 

Worral, James, ag Fgh Congleton, Chestshire, Joiner. Pet Nov 28. 

jeton, Dec 14. Sol Cooper, Congleton. 

Youngman, Samuel, 2 Albert-villas, Eleanor-rd, Hackney, Middlesex, 
7 Gate — Pet Nov 29, London, Dec 18. Sol Angell, 23 King- 
st, Guildhall. 


Pel Nov 28. 


Pet Nov 29. 


hit 





BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Famay, Nov. 29, 1861. 
Goddard, Edmund, — Wall, Old Jewry, Fenchurch-st, and Aldgate, 
Provision Dealer. Nov 
Green, Charles, 185 Weatern-rd, Brighton, Gas Fitter. Nov 25. 
TuEspaY, Dec, 3, 1861. 
eo Cape Nursery, Shepherd’s Bush, Market Gardener. 
‘ov 28, 


HE LANDS IMPROVEMENT COMPANY is 

incorporated by special Act of Parliament for yo Wales, and 
Scotland. Under the Company’s Acts, tenants for life, trustees, mort- 
gagees in possession, incumbents oflivings, bodies corporate, certain lessees 
and other landowners, are empowered to charge the inheritance with the 
cost of improvements, whether the money be borrowed from the Company 
or advanced by the landowner out of his own funds. 

The Company advance money, unlimited in amount, for works oflan- 
mprovement, the loans and incidental expenses being liquidated by arent- 
tharge for a specified term of years. 

Noinvestigation of title is required, and the Company, being of astrictly 
commercial character, do not interfere with the plans and execution of the 
works, which are controlled only by the Commissioners 

The improvements authorised comprise drainage, irrigation, , warping 
embanking, enclosing, cl , planting, erecting, and im- 
proving farm-houses, and buildings for farm purposes, farm roads,jehties 
steam-engines, water-wheels, tanks, pipes .&c. 

Owners in feemay effectimprovements on their estates withousinuseat’ 
the expense and personal responsibilities incident to m: 
out regard to the amount of existing incumbrances. 
apply jointly for the execution of improvements mutually bensficial,sueh 
as a common outfall, roads through the district, water-power, &c. 

For further information, and for forms of a 
Hon. Witt1am Napier, Managing Director, 2, 
minster. 


NITED KIGDOe are ASSURANCE 


No. 8, WATERLOO PLACE. FALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
The Hon. FRANCIS SCOTT, Cuatnman. 
CHARLES BERWICK CURTIS, Esq., Derury CHAIRMAN. 
Fourth Division of Profits. 


SPECIAL NOTICE.—Parties desirous  eeced ior 
division of profits to be declared on policies tear to the tat 
December, 1861, age make i applicatio! 
profits, and the bonuses divided hes howe a 
per 


been three divisions of 
nearly 2 per cent. per annum on assured, or from. = tol 


sums 
cent. on the premiums paid, without the risk of co- 


lication, to the 
Id Re. West- 





To show more clearly what these bonuses amount to, the follow- 
ing cases are given as examples: 
Asouns payeees 
Sum Insured. Bonuses added. upto Dec., 1854, 
£5,000 ae 10 £6,987 10 
1,000 10 1,397 10 
100 4 6 139 15 


Notwithstanding these large additions, the premiums are on. the lowest 
scale compatible with security ; in addition to which advantages, one-half 
of the premiums may, if desired, for the term of five years, remain unpaid 
at 5 per cent. interest, without security or deposit of ar 

The assets of the Company at the 3lst December, 1860, amounted to 
£730,665 7s. zp 1et, , all of which had been invested in and other 


a ties. 
No charge for Volunteer Military Corps while serving in the United 


Kingdom. 
Policy stamps paid by the office. 
tuses, &c., apply to the Resident Director, No. 8, Waterldo- 


For prospec’ 
place, Pall-mall. 
By order, E. L. BOYD, Resident Director. 








DIARIES FOR | 1862. 


T\HE LAW AND COMMERCIAL DAILY RE- 

MEMBRANCER (4ist year of publication). Now ready, the 
various Editions of the above, containing a DIARY for the year.—Abridg- 
ment of the Stamp Acts, with Tables of all Stamp Duties. Instructions 
as to stam| Deeds and as to Accounts to be rendered by Executors = 


Trustees of &c. Lists of Perpetual Commissioners, ewe ened 
Insurance , Bankers, Ministry, Consuls, rnc of the 

of Parliament, &c. Tables of Assessed and Income Taxes, end vanans 
other useful Tables. 


Analysis of the Acts of vs & 25 Victoria, and Table of Local and Per- 
senal Acts of the last Sessi 
Dunn & Duncan, 9, ~ TON London; and all Booksellers. 


A CCOUNT BOOKS, designed by Mr. G. J. KAIN, 
F.R.S.8.A., of the firm. of Kain & Sparrow, Accountants and 
Laan Senne, are made and sold by Waterlow & Sons, Birchin-lane, 


PRINCIPAL BOOKS. 
Casu JouRnat, to show at a glance Cash and Bank Balance Profits, 
and Book Debts. 
Lepezr, to contain Debtor and Creditor Accounts. 
Costs Booxs—viz., Principal and Clerks’ Day Books, and Draft Costs 


SUBSIDIARY BOOKS (oprionat). 
Private Levees, to contain annual Balance Sheets, &c. 
Expenses Book, to contain small payments. 
Costs Inpsx, to contain an index to all Bills of Costs. 
Rent Booxs—viz., Rent Roll and Rental Accounts, and Rent Cash 


SPECIAL Booxs to order as required. 
Priced Lists free on application. 


RT UNION OF ENGLAND.—THIRD 
SEASON (1861-2).—The CHROMO-LITHOGRAPHS for subscri- 

bers of the current season are ready for delivery. Subscription, Half a 
on application.—Offices, 13, Regent-street, Lon- 

don, S.W. BELL SMITH, Secretary. 











RITISH MUTUAL INVESTMENT, LOAN 
and DISCOUNT COMPANY (Limited), 
17, NEW BRIDGE-STREET, BLACKFRIARS, LONDON, E.C, 
Capital, £200,000, in 20,000 shares of £l0each. £3 per share paid. 


CHAIRMAN. 
METCALF HOPGOOD, Esq., Bishopsgate-street. 
SoLiciTors. 
Messrs. PATTESON & COBBOLD, 3, Bedford-row. 


Mawnaces. 
CHARLES JAMES THICKE, Esq., 17, New i. cae ae 

INVESTMENTS.—The present rate of interest on money deposited 
with the Company for fixed periods, or subject to an agreed notice. of with- 
drawal, is 5 per cent. 

LOANS.—Advances are made, in sums from £50 to £1,000, upon ap- 
proved personal and other security, repayable by easy instalments, ex 

tending over any period not exceeding 10 years. . 

at ications for the new issue of Shares ety Be hens ee 


= AnevOSERH X sy eormnion 


\QUITABLE REVERSION ant INTEREST 
SOCIETY, 10, Lancaster-place, Strand.—Persons desirous of dis- 
posing of Reversionary Property, Life Interests, ps Life P Policies of 
ance, may do so at this Office to any extent, and for the full value, 
the delay, expense, and uncertainty of an Auction. 
Forms of Proposal may be obtained at the Office as above. 


JOHN CLAYTON 
7a CLAY TOM” } Joint Secretaries, 








Cc and Ti Residences, Estates, Investments, Hunting 
wathed Seats, Flahing and Shooting Quarters, Manors, &¢. 


ROOKS & BEAL’S er poh ie shove 
Sak en saeatin of hax oan oe 
fa mppicaion at thie es 20) cally 

ser Saath Ne foreaiasd sTote tes te Sk 
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PrvaTE DETECTIVE ‘OFFICE (inebinhed 
1857), 5, Church-court, Clement’s-lane, Lombard-stree 

Private and Confidential Inquiries conducted by JOHN LEWIS, seven- 

teen years an officer in the Oty of Tendon Fe re. 


HEDDAR LOAF CHEESE, 6}d., 7}d., and 8}4. 
per Ib. 

Ripe Stilton, 74. to 1s. per lb. 

Small Dantzic Tongues, 3s. 6d. per half dozen. 

Prime Ox ditto, 2s..3d. each, or three for 6s. 6d. 

Osborne's Peat-smoked Breakfast Bacon is now in excellent cure, and 
Butters in perfection, at reasonable rates; other first-class Provisions 
equally moderate ; packages gratis. 

OSBORNE’S CHEESE WAREHOUSE, 


Osborne House, 30, Latgate-hill, near St. Past, 1 & Cc. 


CONOMY and COMFORT, ', DURABILITY and 
* NEATNESS, are the advantages to be derived by all purchasers 
fi — justly celebrated GUTTA PERCHA Bottomed BOOTS and 
SHOES. 
They are about half the usual price. 
They are impervious to damp, and comfortable in all seasons, 
They are made of the best material, and very easily repaired. 
They are of the most approved shapes, and wear in all 
SEASONS double the time of LEATHER. 
Ladies’ Elastic Side and Side-laced Boots, 5s. 6d. to 7s. 6d. 
Ladies’ Cashmere Boots, 3s. to 5s. 
Gentlemens’ Elastic Side Boots, 9s. to 11s. 
Gentiemens” Shoes and Bluchers, 5s 6d. to 7s. 6d. 
Misses’ and Boys’ Boots in great variety, from 2s. 3d. Boots and Shoes 
properly, soled with gutta percha, at half the price of leather. 
All goods and workmanship guarranteed. London Establishment, 132, 
High- strget Whitechapel. Works, Greenhead, Glasgow. 


ODELS of SHIPS or BOATS made to Scale or 

Order. Blocks, deadeyes, anchors, cannon, flags, figure-heads, 

&c. and every article “used in fitting up models of ships, cutter and 

schooner yachts, screw and paddle boats. Models cleaned and repaired. 

Models of any description made for evidence in actions at law. Ensigns, 
burgees, and signal flags made to order. 

W. STEPHENS, the Model Dockyard, No. 23, Trinity-square, Tower- 

hill, near Barking Churchyard, E.C. 


ATR DYE! HAIR DYE! HAIR DYE!— 
GILLINGWATER’S ATRAPILATORY is the best Hair Dye in 
England. Grey, red,or rusty hair dyed instantly to beautiful and natural 
brown or black without the least injury to hair or skin, and the ill effects 
of bad dyes remedied.—Sold at all Chemists and Perfumers of repute, and 
by the proprietér, W. Gruuinewarer, 148, Holborn-bars, and 96, Goswell- 
road. Sent free to _ ew station in the kingdom in cases, 3s. 64d., 
5s. 6d.,and 10s. 6d. each 


WONDERFUL LIGHT.—The most brilliant 
and economical artificial light known is obtained from the STELLA 
LAMP. No smoke! No smoke! No danger! During 12 consecutive hours 
the cost from one penny. The secret of success arises from perfect com- 
bustion. If you do not use gas, by all means put away candles, and 
mg the STELLA LAMP. Price 1s. 3d. to 3 guineas ; office lamps from 
2s 

















__ Depot, No il, Oxtied-street, adjoining the Star Brewery. 


A LBION SNELL, Watchmaker and Jeweller, has 

removed to his New Premises, 114, High Holborn, seven doors 
east of King-street, where he respectfully solicits an inspection of his new 
and well-selected stock. 








PANISH FLY—248, High Holborn, Alex. Ross’s 

Cantharides Oil is prepared. from the Spanish Fly, which so moder- 

ately and regularly stimulates the skin as to make the hair and whiskers 

grow quickly. Sold at 3s. 6d., sent by return of post for 54 stamps. 
Hiscroanopic inspection of the scalp gratis from 10 ‘tall 6. 


IRGIN VINEGAR for PICKLIN G, warranted 
made from Malt only, and perfectly pure. J* amilies supplied. 
SARSON & SON, near the Gate, City-road. Carriers call daily. 


OLLOWAY’S PILLS.—HEAD COMPLAINTS. 
—Towards the end of the year, when the nervous power is low 
and the circulation languid, the cases of apoplexy, paralysis, and all 
affections of the brain rapidly increase in number, as every newspaper 
reader must have remarked. Holloway’s Pills have the power of radically 
removing the earliest symptoms, as headache, flatulence, dimness of sight, 
and. giddiness—to them may the threatened look for safety ; Sor aoe 
rectify the digestion, revive the drooping nerves, purify the blood, and 
pic a the circulation through every organ of the body. These admirable 
pills control every function, and restore every secretion to its quan- 
tity and quality. Epileptic, apoplectic, and "paralytic fits are averted by 
end timely use of these pills. 








CoN SUMPTION ahd other isconie chahiseriand by 


a rapid circulation of the blood cannot be cured or even alleviaton 
until the pulse is reduced.» This can only be accomplished by the use of 
OZONIZED COD LIVER OIL, as —— at the Hospital for Conmmmption, 
Brompton, London. See Royal Medical and. Chirurgical Society's Trans 
actions, Vol. 42, for 1859; Lancet, July 9, 1859; Pharmaceutical Journal, 
August 1, 1859, &c. 

Prepared only by G. Borwick, Sole Licensee, 21, Little Moorfields, 
London. Sold in 28. 6d., 4s, 9d., and 9s, Bottles, by all Druggists. 





ESTATE PLANS, &c. 


T. PETTIT & CO, 
LITHOGRAPHERS & GENERAL PRINTERS, 
FRITH-STREET, SOQHO-SQUARE, LONDON, 

Bs to inform Solicitors,.in, London and the Pro- 

vinces, that they are prepared to execute every description of Par- 
liamentary, Law, and General Printing and Lithography, with care and. 
ray including ? 
APS, PLANS OF ESTATES, RAILWAY PLAN oem. Pot te OF 
\KEFERENCE FOR DEPOSIT, MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, B RIEFS, &c. 
A large staff of competent workmen employed to execute all orders 
with celerity. 


TYLER AND mA tert ig 
(Late Goopcnap, Trier, & Co 
. ACCOUNTANTS, 
13, GRESHAM STREET, E.C. 

During a practice of twenty years, T. & Co. have had great experience 
in winding up Joint Stock Companies in Chancery; the in of 
intricate and disputed accounts ; the liquidation of estates under deeds of 
inspection, med and composition ; and the audit of the accounts of 
public companies. Zi 

The management of estates under the New Bankruptcy Act under- 
taken. Terms moderate. f 


AMPTULICON OR ELASTIC FLOOR CLOTH, | 
as made by E. GOUGH & Co., the Original Patentees, and laid ex- A 
clusively by them at the Houses of Par t, and other ~ 
public offices, is especially adapted for churches, offices, chambers, shops, 
passages, &c., being clean, warm, noiseless, dry, and economical. 
Govern & Borce, 12, Bush-lane, Cannon-street. eranmanauda Green-. 
wich- road. 


RELOAR’S CORK FLOOR CLOTH, or KAMP- | 
TULICON, COCOA NUT MATTING, and DOOR MATS. Best 
quality and moderate prices. 
T. TRELOAR, Manufacturer, 42, Ludgate-hill, London. 


AMPTULICON or PATENT INDIA-RUBBER 
AND CORK FLOORCLOTH. Warm, noiseless, and impervious 
to damp, as supplied to the Houses of Parliament, British Museum, 
a Castle, Buckingham Palace, and numerous public and private 
offices. 
F. G. ThESTRAIL & Co., 19 & 20, Walbrook, London, E.C. 
Manufactory—South London Works, Lambeth. 




















OHN GOSNELL & CO., PERFUMERS to tHE 
QUEEN, beg to recommend the following Fashionable and. 
Articles for the TOILET to the especial notice of all purchasers of 
PERFUMERY. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s JOCKEY CLUB PERFUME, in universal re- 
quest as the most admired perfume for the handkerchief, price 2s. 6d. 

John Gosnell & te 's sec NOBLESSE PERFUME—a most delicate per- 
fume of exquisite fr: 

John Gosnell & Co. 's 3 GARIBALDI BOUQUET—a most choice’ and 
fashionable perfume. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s RUSSIAN LEATHER PERFUME—a very fashion- 
able and agreeable perfume. A 
John Gosnell & Co.’s BALL-ROOM COMPANION or FOUNTAIN PER- 
FUMES. Elegant Novelties, in the form of Portable Handkerchief Per- 
fumes in a neat case, which emits on pressure a jet of most refreshing 

perfume. Price ls. and 1s. 6d. eac! 

John Gosnell & Co.’s LA NOBLESSE POMADE—elegantly perfumed, 
and highly recommended for beautifying and promoting the growth of 
the Hair. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s GOLDEN OIL—Moélline—Macassar Oil—Rears’ 
Grease, &c., for the Hair. f 

John Gosnell & Co.’s CHERRY TOOTH PASTE is greatly superior to 
any Tocth Powder, gives the Teeth a pearl-like whtienest, Peessste i 
enamel frem decay, and imparts a pleasing fragrance to the breath. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s AMBROSIAL SHAVING CREAM, Is. and 1s, 64, 
in pots; also, in compressible tubes, for the convenience of persons tra- 
velling, price Is. 

John Gosnell and Co.’s INSTANTANEOUS HAIR DYE—The: only 
Hair Dye which produces a good natural colour with perfect certainty, 
and with the least possible trouble. 

Manufactory, 12, Three King-court, Lombard-street, London. 


VERCOATS.—Gentlemen about purchasin their 
overcoats and Winter clothing should pay a visit to PREW’S 
CLOTHING ESTABLISHMENT, 294 and 295, High Holborn, Palen 
will find for their wae wge all tle newest and’ most fashionab! le materials, 
made in every deseription of coats, cut on the most improve ee 
and'of superior workmanship, and cheaper than any other house in 
don. Also 1,000 Kegrac patterns of trowsers, at 15s, 6d. per. pair, 
usually charged 18s. 
The ORDER DEPARTMENT is replete with every novelty of the ; 
season. 
The Great Metropolitan Wardrobe, 294 and 295, High Holborn (fifteen 
doors west ot Chancery-lane). 


AVE YOU GOT ANY BOYS? If so, you 
should take them to PREW’S CLOTHING ESTABLISHMENT, 
pod preee Degen age Wardrobe, where you can select from,the 
best styles of every description of boys’ and. youths’ 4 
steneedann any other house in the kingdom. 
B, PREW, Tailor, Hatter, Hosier, and General Outfitter, the Great 








Metropolitan Wardrobe, 294 ‘and 295, High Holborn (fifteen doors west of 4. 


Chancery-lane). 











